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Current Topics. 


The Law Society's Meeting. 

THE GENERAL mneeting of the Law Society, which was held on 
29th January, will be specially memorable in the future for the 
fact that the president, Col. Sir Cuartes E, Lonemore, wore thi 
uniform of the Ist Reserve Herts Regiment, which he commands, 
and for the statement he was able to make of the number of 
solicitors and articled clerks who are serving with His Majesty's 
Forces, We announced recently (ante, p. 199) that the numbe 
notified to the se retary 01 the Law Society up tw Sist Decembe1 
was 2.490 Sir CHARLES LoNGMORE now reports a tor ul of 2,812, 
namely, 1,831 solicitors and 981 articled clerks It is not sur 
prising that he omitted the address on current leva] matters, 
which under other circumstances the meeting would have been 
glad to hear, md which would have supplied the omission ol the 


usual presidential address in,the autumn 


Junior Counsel’s Fees 

THe ACTUAT subject of debate related to the proportion between 
senior and junior counsel’s fees, and as to that it is perhaps 
sufficient to note that, despite meetings, between representatives 
of the Bar Couneil and the Couneil of the Law So iety, the ques 
tion does not seem to get much nearer to a settlement The 
information given by some of the speakers saggests, however, 
that the rule for which the Bar Council contend is neither so old 
nor so well established as they seem to suppose We m vy re peat 
the suggestion we have already made that the proper compromise 
will he in dividing the fee paid to a lancy as counse! nts his 
il fee. The junior, unless he, too, could 


ordinary fee and a speci : 
e his proportion of the ordi ary 


command a faney price, would hav 


fee. 


Merchant Ships and Enemy Submarines 

THE WAR at sea has entered on a new phase with 
summary destruction of British merchantmen by German 
submarines. According to British practice the destruction of a 
prize before adjudication by a Prize Court 1s improper unless 


the prize is in such a condition that she cannot be taken into 
But it has been 


the 


port, or unless no prize crew can be spared. 
comparatively easy for Great Britain to establish this rule 
; 16 
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because her Prize Courts are to be found all over the world. 
Other nations have not the same facilities for taking a prize into 
port without running the risk of recapture, and hence a rule 
more favourable to the captor is generally recognized, and it is 
perhaps correct to say that, according to non-British maritime 
law, the captor may destroy his prize if it is not practicable 
for him to take it before a Prize Court (see ante, p. 52). 
On this principle Zhe Emden and other German cruisers 
destroyed numerous ships, but they recognized their duty 
to remove the crew and the ship’s papers and to secure 
their safety. In principle there is no difference between 
capture by a cruiser and capture by a submarine, provided 
the latter really effects the capture. She must do this and 
place the crew and papers in safety, otherwise she commits 
a breach of International law, and such breach was, we take 
it, committed when 7e Pen Cruachan and other steamers were 
sunk last Saturday in the Irish Sea. The capture apparently 
was effected, but the duty of seeing to the safety of the crew 
was not discharged by ordering the crew to take to their boats 
and leaving them to the chance of being picked up. It has been 
suggested that the crew of a merchantman if properly armed 
should be able to resist boarding by a detachment from a sub- 
marine, and they would no doubt be justified in doing so. The 
crew of a merchantman may resist attack, though they may not 
attack. This point has been explained by Dr. Pearce Hiceins 
in his paper on Armed Merchant Ships which we noticed recently 
(58 Sonicrrors’ JOURNAL, p. 860). The submarine has, however, 
more summary methods of asserting its power than sending 
officers on board (see Captain Morr’s letter in the 7imes of the 
4th inst.), and at present the merchant marine seems to be help 
less against this form of attack. 


Contraband Foodstuffs. 

WE REFERRED last week (ani/e, p. 229) to the established rule 
as to conditional contraband. The condition is that it shall be 
destined for the belligerent forces ; if it is destined for the civil 
population it is not contraband, and the traffic in it between a 
neutral and one belligerent country cannot be interfered with 
by the other belligerent. This is the case with foodstuffs. 
But a new and extremely interesting position has arisen in con- 
sequence of the announcement trom Berlin that the German 
Government has taken over either directly or indirectly—as to 
the mode adopted we are not clear--- the distribution of all the 
corn and flour in the country. Does this make the condition 
universal, and in effect turn all corn and flour from conditional to 
absolute contraband ? Of course it is assumed that these, if 
imported, will fall under the same rule and will be delivered to 
Government agents, and if the modification of the Deelaration of 
London introduced by Great Britain were binding on other 
nations this fact would be conclusive ; fur the Order in Council 
of 29th October (ante, p. 46) declares that the condition is fulfilled 
“if the goods are consigned to or for an agent of the enemy State.” 
No doubt the actual consignee might be a private merchant, 
but if it was notorious that he would at once have to hand 
over the goods to the Government that would not save them. 
And indeed this is made clear by Art. 34 of the Deelaration, 
under which the condition is fulfilled if the goods are consigned 
to a contractor in the enemy country who notoriously furnishes 
such articles to the enemy. But the Declaration of London, 
whether with or without the British modifications, is not generally 
binding, and the United States has intimated quite clearly that 
it recognizes only the general principles of international law and 
not any municipal adaptations of them. But dealing with 
the matter on general principles we should probably reach the 
same result. Foodstuffs destined for the armed forces of the 
enemy fulfil the condition and are contraband ; if destined for 
the civil population, they do not fulfil the condition and are free. 
If, however, the belligerent government, whose function it is to 
supply the armed forces, also undertakes the function of 
supplying the civil population, it becomes impossible to 
distinguish between the one destination and the other, even 
though the department in question may be a civil department. 
The point seems to be novel, but surely the adverse belligerent 
would be entitled to treat the whole supply as destined for the 
armed forces, and we imagine that this is the view that the British 





Government will take—indeed there already has been report of 
some decision to this effect—and that it would be supported in 
the Prize Court. ‘The result seems to be that Germany by her 
own action has placed herself in a state of blockade, though 
doubtless this country will abstain as long as possible from 
taking measures which would in fact cause pressure upon the 
non-combatant enemy population. With them we have no 
quarrel. 


Farm Walls and Site Value. 

Ir wAs no doubt inevitable that the valuation clauses of the 
Finance Act, 1910, in laying down rules as to valuation in 
general terms, should leave considerable room for uncertainty 
as to their application to particular cases. This has been 
specially felt in applying the rule in section 25 (2) for arriving 
at “full site” or, more intelligibly, divested value. This is the 
value which the land would realise if “divested of any build. 
ings and of any other structures which are appertinant to or 
used in connection with any such buildings.” In the Norton 
Malreward case (58 Sovicitors’ JOURNAL, p. 335), SCRUTTON, J., 
held that a formed road was a structure, but in /!aite’s 
Executors v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1914, 3 K. B 196), 
he refused to allow divesting of embankments or sea walls 
erected to protect a Lincolnsnire farm from the sea. These 
might be “ structures,” but they were not used in connection with 
buildings. The question has arisen again, this time before 
Row att, J., in Morrison v. Inland Revenue Cominissioners (Times, 
26th January), the point now being whether walls on a farm 
used not only as boundary walls, but also for protecting 
sheep from storms, must be treated as divested in order to arrive 
at the site value. The walls were five or six feet high and were 
built without mortar. If one were redrafting the section, there 
would be a good deal to be said for divesting such walls just 
like any of the farm buildings; but it is difficult, without 
straining language, to treat them as “buildings "—this term 
denotes something more than a wall, even if the wall has adven- 
titious value as protection and while no doubt they were 
structures, they were not used in connection with buildings; 
indeed it was their remoteness from buildings which gave them 
part of their value. Hence the learned judge upheld the decision 
of the referee and refused to allow them to be divested. 


Undeveloped Land Duty. 

Mr. Justice Row atr has also given another interesting de- 
cision in Brake v. Inland Revenue Commissivners (Times, January 
27th), in this case with regard to undeveloped land duty. Under 
the Finance Act, 1910, s. 16 (2), land is deemed to be undeveloped 
land “if it has not been developed by the ereetion of dwelling 
houses or of buildings for the purposes of any business, trade 
or industry other than agriculture, or is not otherwise used 
bona ,fide for any business, trade, or industry other than agr- 
culture.” But supposing the owner of the land carries on the 
business of a developer of land, and although he has not actually 
developed the land in question by the erection of houses, 
nevertheless holds it with a view to the requirements of his 
Is it then used bona fide for “any business, trade, or 
industry !” It seems to have required a little ingenuity to make 
the point, and it did not appeal to the learned judge. “It 
seemed,” he is reported to have said, “too clear for argument 
that the use of land for any business, trade or industry meant 
the employment of the land as land, that-is, its omployment 
physically ; not because ‘physically’ must be read into the 
section before ‘used,’ but because use of the land meant its use 
as land. The use of land meant by the statute was not its use 
as a saleable article held in a condition in which, regarded 
land, it was unused or used only for agriculture, whether as & 
sample or marketable commodity.” All which, we imagine, 8 
reasonably clear. 


business. 


Married Women and Bankruptcy. 

AN IMPORTANT question as to the liability of a married 
woman to be made bankrupt resulted in Re A Debtor (\\ eekly 
Notes, 1915, p. 36) in a difference of opinion in the Division 
Court (Horripee and Rowsatr, JJ.). The liability of marr 
women to bankruptcy proceedings was introduced by sectioa 
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1 (5) of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, but this was 





restricted to the case of a married woman carrying on a trade 
separately from her husband, and it subjected ber to the 
bankruptey laws only in respect of her separate estate. This 
was altered by section 12 (1) of the Bankruptcy and Deeds of | 
Arrangement Act, 1913—now section 125 (1) of the Bankruptcy | 
Act, 1914—which provides that “every married woman who 

carries on a trade or business, whether separately from her | 
husband or not, shall be subject to the bankruptcy laws as if she 

were a feme sole.” In the above case a single woman was in | 
1913 carrying on the hay and corn business of a testator as 
administratrix with the will annexed. In the early part of 1914 
she discovered that the business was insolvent, and she 
instructed an accountant to collect the book debts, and 
endeavoured, without success, to sell the business. On 10th June 
she ceased actively to carry it on, and shortly afterwards sold most 
of the stock by auction. On 24th July she sent out a cireular to 
the ereditors, which was an act of bankruptcy, and she married 
on 25th July. A bankruptey petition was presented on 29th 
October. She was then in possession of a small amount of stock, 
and some book debts were still outstanding. The Registrar at 
Birmingham dismissed the petition, on the ground that the debtor 
had ceased to carry on business, and there was an appeal to the 
Divisional Court. Now, in Ze Dagnall (1896, 2 Q. B. 407), where 
a married woman had been carrying on business, VAUGHAN 
WitiiaMs, J., considered that the trading continued so long as 
any of the trade debts remained unpaid, and this was 
followed in Re Worsley (1901, 1 Q. B. 309, C.A.). Hence it 
would seem that the debtor in the present case was still carrying 
on a business at the date of the bankruptcy petition, so that 
she was liable to be made bankrupt, and of this opinion was 
Row.att, J. Mr. Justice Horripce, however, distinguished 
Ke Dagnall, on the ground that there the debts were incurred 
when the debtor was already a married woman, and the appeal, 
accordingly, was dismissed. The point is an arguable one, but 
we incline to think that the distinction is unsound, and that 


Rowtatt, J., was right in saying that the principle of Je 
Dagnall' applied. The marriage did not interrupt the carrying 


on of the business, if this was really being carried on. It may 
be said, of course, that /’e Dagnall was wrong, and that a person 
who has in fact ceased to carry on business should not be deemed 
to carry it on because he has not paid the debts. But that is 
another matter. What, by the way, has become of section 1 (5) 
of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882? Surely it is 
not now wanted, but we do not find that it has been repealed. 


Can a Rating Appeal be heard by Consent out of 
the Jurisdiction ? 


WE ARE informed that at a recent sitting of the Borough 
Sessions at Dover, application ‘was made to the Recorder with 
the mutual consent of the parties to allow an appeal from a 
rate to be heard in London. The Recorder asked whether there 
was any authority in support of the application and was told 
that there was nothing directly in point ; but that the Admir- 
alty Court of the Cinque Ports, which sits as formerly in the 
ehurch of St. James at Dover, occasionally, by the consent of 
parties, sits in London or elsewhere, and that it had, in fact, sat 
in London with the assent of its judge, the late Mr. Conen, 
K.C. The matter has, we believe, been reserved for further 
consideration, and involves, we think, some points of general 
interest. Apart from the consent of the parties, we cannot 
doubt that the Recorder would have had no right to order that 
the hearing of the appeal should be transferred to London. The 
Recorder sits as sole judge of the court of quarter sessions, but 
his authority does not extend beyond the local limits of Dover. 
It used to be said that the old jurisdiction of counties was 
local ; they were like different kingdoms, and a similar observa- 
tion applies to the other divisions of justices of the peace. The 

order, when beyond the limits of Dover, is no recorder at all. 
By the general rule of the common law, the venue in criminal 
Matters is co-extensive with the jurisdiction, which, in the case 
of a borough like Dover, would be the limits of the borough. 

as then the matter altered by the consent of the parties! We 
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dance of <aluers and scientific witnesses, the inquiry may be less 
expensive and more convenient if held in London instead of in 
a seaport town. But the ratepayers of the borough have an 
interest in a local inyuiry which cannot wholly be disregarded. 
An agreement to refer the appeal to the recorder as an arbitrator, 
who might then fix the place of hearing in London, would perhaps 
afford a solution of the difficulty ; but this expedient does not 
seem to have occurred to the parties. 


Liability of Assignees of Leases. 


THE DECISION of the Divisional Court in Purchase v. Lichfield 
Brewery Co., reported in the January Law Reports (1915, 1 
K. B. 184), illustrates an interesting point in the law as to the 
assignment of leases, and also shews once again the severe 
restrictions on the doctrine of Walsh vy. Lonsdale (21 Ch. D. 9) 
which at first looked like abolishing the distinction between 
leases and agreements for leases. The tenant under an agree- 
ment in writing not under seal for a lease for fifteen years purported 
to assign the term by deed by way of mortgage. ‘The mortgagees 
accepted the assignment, but did not execute the deed or go into 
possession. The question was whether they were liable for rent. 
Now the doctrine of the direct liability of an assignee of a lease 
to the lessor on the covenants in the lease has a curious history. 
Originally he was only liable if he had entered, and an allega- 
tion of entry was essential in an action to enforce his liability, 
though it came to be merely formal (Cook v. //arris, 1698, 1 Ld. 
Raym. 367), and this was held to be so in the case of a mortgagee 
by assignment (Laton v. Jacques, 1780, 2 Doug. 454); but the 
doctrine of these cases was overruled, and it was established that 
the assignee was liable by virtue of the mere assignment, without 
entry —for this created a privity of estate—whether the Assign- 
ment was absolute (/lalker v. Ieeves, 1781, 2 Doug. 461n), or by 
way of mortgage (//illiams v. Bosanquet, 1819, 1 Brod, & B. 238), 
provided, at least, he had accepted it. This is the foundation 
of the practice of taking mortgages by sub-demise instead of 
assignment. But with the assignment in law which takes place 
on death the course of doctrine has been different, and an 
executor does not become liable as assignee unless he has 
entered (/Vollaston v. Ilakewill, 1841, 3 Man. & Gr. 297); 
and even then he can limit his liability for rent to the 
annual value of the premises, though he cannot limit his 
liability on the covenant generally (/iendall vy. Andrew, 1892, 
61 L.J.Q. B. 630). But the liability of the assignee depends 
upon privity of estate, and when there is no lease, but 
only an agreement for a lease — and the agreement in the 
present case could only operate as such, and not as a lease, 
for want of sealing —the tenant has no estate which he 
can vest in the assignee by assignment, unless the dectrine 
of Walsh y. Lonsdale can bé invoked. The exact limits of 
that doctrine cannot be stated in a few words, and we may 
refer to the judgment of FARWELL, J., in Manchester Brewery v. 
Coombs (1901, 2 Ch. 608, at p. 617); but, speaking generally, it 
does not apply so as to dispense, in matters depending on 
assignment, with the regular passing of the legal estate: see 
Friary, &c., Breweries vy. Singleton (1899, 1 Ch. 86); Gentle v. 
Faulkner (1900, 2 Q. B. 267). In the present case the Divisional 
Court excluded Walsh vy. Lonsdale on the ground that that case 
only applied where specific performance could be bad between 
the parties to the action, and an assignee of an agreement tor 
a lease could not obtain specific performance. As a general 
proposition this is perhaps open to question (see Dowell v. Dew, 
1 ¥.&C. C. CU. 345), though there would be a difficulty where, 
as in the present case, the eonsent of the landlord was 
necessary. But, having regard to Walsh v. Lonsdale, and the 
course of decisions since, the Court was apparently quite justified 
in requiring the actual passing of a legal estate as the condition 
for liability of the assignee. 


Sale of Pledge atan Enhanced Value 

APPLICATION FoR advice was recently made by a lady to a 
metropolitan police magistrate under the following circumstances. 
She had pledged a diamond ring with a pawnbroker for £15 ; the 
pledge became unredeemable through her inability to keep. up 





tan quite understand that in a rating case, involving the atten- 


the payments of interest, and the ring was sold by auction. She 
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obtained inspe tion of the pawnbroker’s books and discovered 
that he had bid for and purchased the ring for £17, and had 
afterwards exposed it for sale in his window as a great bargain 
at the price of £27 10s. The magistrate declined to give any 
opinion, but recommended the applicant to apply to a solicitor. 
\ssuming that the facts were as stated, it scems that the 
ipplicant had no remedy. It did not appear that there was, 
ifter deducting the costs and charges of the sale, a surplus over 
and above the amount of the loan and profit due at the time of 
the sale. The pawnbroker was entitled to be a purchaser at the 
auction, and thereupon became absolute owner (Pawnbrokers 
Act, 1872, s. 19). Consequently he could resell it at a profit 
without any further liability. 


Estates by Estoppel. 
I 


THE doctrine of estoppels, say Sir E>warp Cokg, is an excel'ent 
and curious kind of learning (Co. Litt. 352a)-—excellent, no 
doubt, for its subtlety, and curious because its utility was pro 
blematical. Moreover, since estoppels “ conclude ’ a man from 
alleging the truth (iid.), they are odious (see Palmer v. Ekins, 
2 Ld. Raym., p. 1552). But-- putting aside estoppel by matter 
of record--we must distinguish between the estoppel which 
arises on deeds and estoppel by representation ; the former, as 
Jesset, M.R., observed in General Finan é, &c., Cov. Liberata 
Building Society (10 Ch. D., p. 20), is founded on authority, 
though perhaps not on reason; the latter is founded both on 
authority and reason; and he declined to carry estates by 
estoppel further than the decisions compelled him. 

Estoppel by representation is the special development of 
modern times ; estoppel by deed, and in particular the doctrine 
of estates by estoppel, has been the subject of judicial dis- 
cussion from the earliest times, and it is full of interesting 
points. For instance, if we refer to cases like Heath v. Crealock 
(10 Ch., p. 30), or General Finance, &c., Co. vy. Liberator Building 
Society (supra), it would seem that no estoppel arises when a 
man merely conveys by deed that which he has not got ; there 
must be a representation on the deed that he has got the estate 
which he purports to convey. Usually this is by recital ; and the 
recital must be a precise averment that he has that particular estate. 
Otherwise the conveyance is “innocent” (Heath v. Crealock, 
Lovett v. [ovett, 1898, 1 Ch. 82), and passes no other 
interest than that which the grantor has. Thus a recital that 
“seized or otherwise entitled in fee simple”, is, in 
i statement that he has an estate either at law or 
in equity, and does not pass the legal estate by estoppel 
(Heath v. sut this is not so in the case of a lease. 
The mere fact that a lease is made by deed raises an estoppel 
against the lessor ; and, even though he has no title, it creates 
a good lease by estoppel as between himself and the lessee 
(Strowd v. Willis, 1 Cro. Eliz., 362; Palmer v. Ekins, supra). 
Prima facie there seems to be no reason why the same rule 
should not apply to every grant by deed, and Lgacn, V.C., s» 
held in Bensley v. Burdon (28. & St. 519); but, in fact, there 
was in that case an averment of title, and the decision was 
affirmed on this ground (8 L. J. Ch. (O.S.) 85). As regards the 
Vice-Chancellor’s enunciation of the general rule that a convey- 
ance by indenture of itself works an estoppel, this has been 
held to be wrong (fight v. Bucknell, 2 B. & Ad. 278: Heath 
v. Crealock, 10 Ch. App. 34 ; General Finance, &c., Co. vy. Liberator 
Luilding Society (supra)). Of course in the case of a lease, there 
is the further estoppel arising from the relation of landlord and 
tenant, or rather, perhaps, from delivery and acceptance of pos 
session, and this may have had something to do with preserving 
the estoppel by indenture of demise. At any rate the two 
estoppels are not readily distinguishable. i 

But the doctrine of estates by estoppel is subject to the rule 
interest passes. The 


smprea : 


the grantor is 
effect, 


Crealoc/ ). 


that there is no estoppel where an 
exact scope of the rule seems never to have been ciearly 


determined. Does it mean that there is no estoppel where any 
interest whatever passes? If so, then where a lessee for ten years 
sub-leases for twenty, there is no estoppel as to the further tan 


years, since an interest for the first ten years passed. Or does it 
mean only that there is no estoppel where the lessor had an 
estate which in law was sufficient to support the lease? In this 
case, if tenant for life leased for twenty years, an interest—though 
defeasible—for the whole twenty years would pass, since the 
freehold estate is in law greater than the term, and there would 
bé no estoppel : but in the case just put of a lessee for ten years 
sub-demising for twenty years, there would be an estoppe! as to 
the second ten years, since the estate of the sub-lessor could not 
possibly cover the whole of the sub-term. 

Originally it may be that the latter was the true view. For 
yractical purposes the rule begins with its enunciation by Sir 
~DWARD Coke—“ Whensoever an interest passeth from the party 
there can be no estoppel against him ” (Co. Litt. 45a ; see 470). In 
terms this includes any interest whatever, but in fact the rule is 
stated with reference to a lease by tenant for life (Treport’s case, 
6 Co. Rep. 14b), and it seems to contemplate the passing of an 
interest which in the beginning is sufficient to support the lease, 
And the doctrine is explained in this way by po Hot in 
Gillman v. Hoare (1 Salk. 275); S. C. Holman vy. Hore (3 Salk. 
152) ; Hilman v. Hore (Carth. 247). The tenant for life, he said, 
has a freehold, which is the greater estate, and the lease will 
need no estoppel if the life splot: and this appears still more 
clearly in the report in CantHew. The difference, it is said, is 
where the indenture immediately passes such an interest as was 
intended by the parties, and afterwards, by some matter ¢z post 
facto, that interest is determined by the extinguishment of the 
estate of the lessor ; and, as a further illustration, the case of a 
lease by a disseisor is instanced; there is no estoppel upon 
its being determined by the entry of the disseisee. 

But while it is clear that there is no estoppel where the estate 
of the lessor, which was originally sufficient in law to support 
the lease, is determined during the lease, it is doubtful whether 
this really represents the limit of the rule. The test case is that 
which we have already put; a lease for twenty years by 
termor for ten years. It has been sometimes assumed that here, 
too, there can be no estoppel, since an interest passes (see Anon., 
1 Ventr. 358; Vin. Abr. “Estoppel,” p. 483); but Bacon's 
Abridgment (Vol. 4, “ Leases,” p. 853), in noticing this case, 
adds a quere (cf. Blake v. Foster, 8 Term Rep., p. 490), and 
Rawlyns’ case (Jenkins, Sixth Century, case 46, p. 254; this 
point does not appear in the report in 4 Co. Rep. 52a), is 
directly to the contrary. In the case in VENTRIS there is 4 
remark of Pemberton, C.J., intended to throw light on 
the subject, but it seems only to obscure it (see also the 
remark of the same judge in Paulin v. Hardy, Skin. 2, 
which intimates that the passing of an interest does not 
necessarily exclude an estoppel). In Gilman v. Hoare (| 
Salk 275) it seems to have been held that a lease might take 
effect, first by estoppel, and then in interest; and conversely 
it might be thought that it could take effect, first by interest, and 
then by estoppel. Gilman v. Hoare, however, is not a satisfactory 
authority (see Langford v. Selmes, 3K. & J., p. 227). In any 
case the head term must not appear on the sub-demise, for this 
would exclude any estoppel. There is no estoppel where the 
defect of title appears on the face of the lease (Pargeter v. Harr, 
7 Q. B., p. 728; Cuthbertson v. Irving, 4 H. & N., p. 757). 
[To be continued. | 





The Dangers of Statutory Forms. 


Ir brevity be the soul of wit, it is hardly the sole, or even the 
predominant, desideratum in a legal instrument. And if the 
omission of a clause in reliance on a statutory power, and the 
implication of a statutory covenant, simplify (as some call it) 
conveyancing, there is another side to the medal. For such 
forms must be inclastic, and, even if the student stud) and 
memorise them, there is more likelihood of forgetfulness of, and 
inadvertence to, details in the press of business than where @ 
express form, habitually and frequently copied, is being ada 

to the case in hand, and written down. And further, a perus | 
of a modern concise instrument may well induce uncertainty, if 





not positive misconception, in the mind of an intelligent unprofes- 
sional reader. None the less, thirty years’ experience bas suffi 
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ciently shewn the practical safety and convenience, on the balance, 
of such forms, though it bas also taught that they should never 
be used without a consideration of their effect in the circum- 
stances of each case. 

The Legislature intended section 6 of the Conveyancing Act, 
188], to render the use of general words obsolete; no one 
suggested, however, that the general words incorporated by that 
section in a modern conveyance would fit every possible cage. 
Yet according to /ntcrnativnal Tea Stores Co. vy Hobbs (1903, 2 Ch. 
165) they pass to a purchaser (or mortgagee) all rights of way that 
are actually used at the date of the conveyance, albeit such rights 
are used only by the vendor's permission—in other words, only 

ecariously. What was a mere accommodation may thus 
inadvertently be converted into an easement, unless, whenever 
the statutory general words comprise more rights than are 
included in the bargain between the parties, these words be most 
earefully and adequately shorn of their pernicious effect. It 
surely behoves the young draftsman never to Icse sight of such 
sources of discomforture in modern practice. 

And, in passing, it may be useful to reeall that, in any transac 
tion dealing with part of a property, it is essential to inquire as 
to any easements of light which would arise, by implication, 
when the windows of the part sold derive light over the residue 
re'ained by the vendor ; otherwise the opportunity may be lost of 
preventing what was intended to be a mere accommodation 
becoming a valid easement of light and air as against the vendor 
and his successors in title : Swansborough v. Coventry (9 Bing 305) 
Born v. Turner (1900, 2 Ch. 211). This last point, however, is 
merely part of the general proposition that, when a person is 
selling or mortgaging a fraction of an estate, it is highly prudent 
in him to consider if, and how, the transaction may affect the 
amenity and sale value of the residue, and suitably to 
safeguard himself from loss either by obtaining an enhanced 
price, or protecting himself by restrictive conditions. 

It appears, therefore, that in drafting a contract of sale, or in 
perusing a conveyance, the maxim that a grantor may not dero- 
gate from his grant is well worth calling to mind. And there is 
another maxim—that a written contract may not be contradicted, 
ot altered, by extrinsic evidence—which will, it should be re- 
membered, apply to any statutory covenants, incorporated in an 
imstrument, and which will, as we have always thought, cause 
trouble where such covenants are incorporated without a close 
attention to their exact terms and full meaning. For instance, 
if a contract for the sale of an underlease were to state the that 
legal term was outstanding in K, and to stipulate that the 
concurrence of K in the conveyance is not to be required, and 
that the vendor is not to be required to get in any outstanding 
term or interest ; and if nevertheless, the vendor in the assignment 
convey as beneficial owner; the effect wi!l evidently be totally 
inconsistent with the vendor's intention For the words “as 

neficial owner ” imply, a covenant, infer alia, for further assur 
ance, and the moment the vendor executed the assignment, the 
tight, which had been so carefully excluded by the contract, 
would be revived, and could, of course, be at once enforced by 
the assignee, unless the vendor obtains rectification of the 
conveyance (Fenner v. MacNab, 107 L. T. 124). So, likewise, 
if 4 contract for sale stipulate that incorrect statements in the 
Particulars, are not to annul the sale, or be a subject of com 
pensation, this contract cannot negative or contradict the language 

of the covenants implied in the conveyance; and should the 


executory written agreement followed by a deed, the real 
completed contract between the parties is to be found in the 
deed ; and one has no right whatever to look at the agreement, 
even though it is recited in the deed, except for the purpose of 
construing the deed itself. It is only in an action for rescinding 
an instrument on the ground of fraud, or for rectifying it on the 
ground of mistake, that the preliminary contract may be given 
in evidence, examined and compared, and that the later instru 
ment, deliberately entered into to effect the earlier contract, may 
be rescinded or corrected (Leqgott v. Barrett, 15 Ch. Div. 306, 
309 ; Millbourn v. Lycns, 58 Soiicirrors’ Journar, 578; 1914, 
2 Ch. 231). 

The conclusion to which we must inevitably come is that the 
modern statutory provisions are good servants, but extremely 
bad, if not mischievous, masters. They do not add to the 
happiness of a copyist, who, by not discovering and heeding 
their effect, may gratuitously give away in the governing instru- 
ment more than was agreed. Paradoxical as it may appear, it is 
quite correct to say that a copyist may err by not using the 
exact language of a statute (/e Ethel and Mitchell and Butler's 
Contract, 1901, 1 Ch. 945), as well as by a too slavish adoption of 
such language, the latter cases being, of course, those in which a 
word-phrase in an Act has a comprebensive import which it 
would not have in a deed without the addition of an interpreta- 
tion clause. 

The burden of any limitation of the legal rights of a grantee 
is on the grantor ; and it has to be clearly expressed : Le Bloom 
field and Williams (1897, 1 Ch. 602). This was always a responsi 
bility, and it has become a more exacting one if, as some observers 
think, there is an increasing tendency in the rising genera- 
tion to be strict and businesslike, and to accept the position 
created by another’s omissions and inaccuracies, 

In the preparation of a legal instrument there are several 
desiderata, but it is immunity of the client from controversy 
and litigation, not brevity, which is always the predominant one. 
To achieve such immunity, though, foresight and caution are 
essential. Brevity, as we has seen, may be purchased too dearly. 


Reviews. 
County Court Practice. 


THe ANNUAL County Courts Practice, 1915. Edited by Wut- 
LIAM Crcmt Smyty, K.C., UL.B. (Cantab), Judge of County 
Courts, and WittramM James Brooks, M.A. (Oxon), Barrister-at 
Law. Wirn Spectra Cuapters on Empioyers’ LIiapiniry 
AND WorkMEN’s Compensation, by Gitpert Stone, B.A., 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law ; on Costs anp Court Fers, by W. 
H. Wurretock anv Artuur L. Lowe, Registrars of the Birming 
ham County Court; and on Apmiratty and Mercnant Sap 
pInc, by H. H. Sanperson, Soliciter,of Hull. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited): Stevens & Sons (Limited). £1 5s. 

The editors point out in the preface to the new edition of the 
Annual County Courts Practice that the County Court Rules, 1914 
(No. 3), consolidate fourteen out of the seventeen sets of Rules pub 

lished since the Rules of 1903, so that the County Court Rules and 
Forms now consist of the Rules and Forms of 1903, as varied by the 
Rules of 1914, and of three special sets of rules—the County Court 
(Agricultural Holdings) Rules, 1909 (Ord. 41); the National Insur 

ance Act. 1911, Rules (Ord. 42a); and the Trade Union Act, 1913, 
Rules (Ord. 418). The editors have continued the convenient 
arrangement, introduced in the last edition, of presenting the 
General Rules with notes at the commencement of the volume, and 
then placing special Rules, such as those we have just mentioned, 





vendor, as beneficial owner, convey a strip of land to which, as it 
tarns out, he has no title in consequence of adverse possession, 
he will be liable in an action for breach of the implied covenant | 

good right to convey in respect of this strip: Eastwood v | 
Ashion, (1913, 2 Ch. 39), May v. Platt (1900, 1 Ch. 616). 

The question, which is so neatly ilustrated by these authorities, 
of the merger of an agreement for sale in a conveyance on sale 
sof some little interest and importance in daily conveyancing | 
Practice. It may, therefore, be useful to bear in mind that, | 
Where there is a preliminary contract which is afterwards | 

uced into writing, the rights and obligations of the parties are | 
pereed entirely by the written word ; and should there be any 


under their proper heads. This means that there are gaps 
occasionally in the Rules as first given. Thus, at p. 590, we 
yass from ord. 38 to ord. 44, all the intermediate orders 
eing concerned with special subjects. The nature of these is indieated 
in a note, but it would help if reference were given to the pages 
where they are to be found, and also if orders 416 and 424 were 
specifically referred to here. a 
There has been during the year no special county court legislation 
the County Courts Bill,which was hopeful some four years ago, now 
seems further from realization than ever—hut the emergency legis 
lation has of course affected county courts, and the Courts (Emer 
gency Powers) Act, 1914, with rules 1 and 2 of the General Rules, 


| and also the whole of the County Courts (Emergency Powers) Rules, 
ht | are printed at pp. 901 et seq. The plan of having special subjects 
rence between the oral and the wrilten contract, the latter dealt with by experts in the particular branches of law has been 


® superior and conclusive. So, also, in the common case of an| ontinued in the present edition, the various subjects being brought 
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a eS a 
irking on the edges of the book enables the etiquette which prevents him frem acceptin a brief marked 
to the part he wants. The divisions thus with a fee hearing a less proportion to his leader’s fee, it is in 
Forms, ‘ s, Admiralty and Workmen's j vccordance with the practice of the profession that he ~hould 
. large | f the volume is devoted to refuse to do so in the absence of special circumstances cting 
pe ls ind there is a « and the parti ular case, and that he should be supported by his 
\ f the statement the rules leader in such action. 
Vil : ther the work is a very full 2, In June, 1914, after having seen the Council of the Law 
rt} Society, they came to the following decision : 
ar ie The Council are of opinion that it is most desirable in the 
Children, interest of the public, as well as in the interest of both 
ruz Cut [ Prorectl Ept branches of the profession, that the relationship between the 
ext. Wirn Is DUCTION ON THE LA fees payable to counsel engaged for the same client should 
y. | ITALY. AND BUBLIOGRAPH ntinue to be governed by the present well understood 
\ rENHOLME Hottanp, M.A., MSe., LL.D Fale. 
vy. Sir J I Son (1 t At the annual general meeting in July, 1914, the report of the 
.t = aw in | Council of the Law Society was presented, in which it was stated 
. ih - he | in reference to this matter that “it was high time the bar realised 
mad nt cou | Dr, | that the members of the solicitor branch of the profession, being 
f trod nformation | Olticers of the court, should have a voice in such matters, and that 
1 one thing that ought to be altered was the payment by the litigant 
(} nany ! , he | i the fe f the barrister’s clerk—a practice which ought to have 
’ , intri ha | iced been put an end to long ago. ; ; 
ened! Sina - ¢ It seems desirable, therefore, in the inte -_ of the public as well 
ld lif ice the | the profession, that the matter should not be aniaed to drop, but 
g he law | by the M r of | that some rule or definite understanding should be come to between 
that tl eal thor | the two branches. 
‘el d : In It 1” t . e] it a The strange part of the matter is that nothing unreaso! ible is 
till rat] hy here theory than isked for, only the abrogation of an old “rule of practice” which 
' was laid down under circumstances very different from the 
Dr. Holland under present, and which has, through the circumstances being entirely 
4 ay has during the | Changed, become unfair and unjust, and which it is agreed by all 
‘ ad 3 neh of | (except the Bar Council) should now be altered. ; 
rapid | shown onent et ge Why the value of the work and ability of a junior counsel should 
form ti n favour of child: | deper d« the amount paid to a leading counsel it is difficult to say, 
| \ls well kn heen | 5 bit vork ought to be judged and paid for on its own merits, 
. 3 n | ranted by statute botl Reecal illy, | think che present scale of fees to junior counse! is, in 
. walins form ti Dr. | ny instances, inadequate—e.y., settling pleadings (especially claims) 
ni nd inf , ulvising on evidence, two guineas. In each of these ca the 
j | dy aS on beeen ee enfant hould be larger, as a considerable amount of work and anxiety 
(‘hant 1\ r nsidet n of the! involved in each of such matters 
f 4) nd a amok a | \ny self-made rules of the Bar Council are nothing short of a 
( lianship of Infa Let undal nowadays, and ought to be abolished. Others who are 
} mT | 1] 1 lu on. on iffected ought urely to be consulted. 
children. o1 ' ntior 1 punishment Let us hope that the Bar Council wil! come to some amicablé 
poe . The wl represent: | Understanding w ith the Law Society, and not let Friday’s meeting 
' of w e run to great length - | become only—a first-class funeral without any flowers ! 
y i I ! ind compressi has 15, Old J wry chambers, E.C., Feb. 2. I. Brinstey-Harrer. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


MAISEL v. “FINANCIAL TIMES.” ist February 





P Ra yrice—PLEADIN Lipe.—Pea or Farr ComMMENT—CHAR THE 
PLAINTIFF WiTH A Speciric Diswonest Act AND GENERALLY OF BEING 
, Disnonest Person—JvustiricaTION IN MEANING ASSIGNED BY 
INNUENDO—WHAT PARTICULARS ARE IN THAT CASE ADMISSIBI 
I ’ / el the plainé , in hia statement of el intet- 
] d th lib by 7 nnuendo, which was in substance | ut the 
ea hin the le were dishone stly done; { that 
heu ] idly of dishonest character and unfit to be ector. 
U pon t/ ( nts justiped and gave particulars of ot/ du 
fe f det e referred to in connection with the est, by 
u h they yht to establish that the pla ntiff was a man of honest 
j i h to be a@ director by reason of various th ya he had 
hat he urred to him The plaintiff moved to h these 
j / it as emba assing 
a” i hy the construction which the plaintiff h had 
j l on the l the defendants were sued for chargu g erally 
' / pee ih wos a dishonest person, they were entitle give 
f t w why they said that the plaintiff was a ynest 
sé particulars objected to must the refore stand 
Appeal | t | tiff from an order of the Court of App« 
s lich sufficiently appear from the jud abo raised t! stron 
hether a defendant could justify an innuendo apart from the el on 
} , vas sued. or whether he could only justify the a ras 
e libe ither in their ordinary m aning or in the senes ribed 
m by t innuendo 
Earl LoOREBURN, In me ng the ppeal should be dismisse id it 
not necessary to ¢ Mt upon coun sel for the re sponde nte 1 ‘ ” 
because he was of opinion that the Court of Appeal was right It was 
in action for libel setting out a statement published in the de! dans 
ewspaper about the arrest of the plaintiff at Berlin upon a « irge @ 
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fraud, and other things about him. The plaintiff, in his statement of 
claim, interpreted the libel by an innuendo : in the first place he said 
that in substance the acts referred to were dishonestly done. and in 
the second place he said that the libel in substance meant that he. the 
plaintiff, was a man of dishonest character. Upon this the defendants 
justified, and gave particulars of other dishonest acts beside thos 
referred to in connection with the arrest, by which they sought to 
establish that the plaintiff was a man of dishonest character, and unfit 
to be a director by reason of various things he had done or that had 
occurred to him. The Court of Appeal thought this was right, because 
there were two distinct charges, according to the plaintiff's own inter 
pretation, which were contained in the libel. Phillimore, L.J.. said 
a few words in his judgment in this case in the Court of Appeal which 
he (Earl Loreburn) would venture to repeat : ‘‘ If the libel says of the 
plaintiff, ‘You did one specific act—you stole a hatchet,’ it is a fail 
enough justification to say those words are true in their natural and 
wdinary meaning—‘ you did steal it.’ But if the allegation in the 
libel is an allegation of conduct, or life, or character, or the converse 
thing, then it is not enough to say the words are true. You have got 
to say the words are true because the plaintiff has done so and so “Tf 
the imputation is that the plaintiff is a thief, you have got to say it is 
true he is a thief because he stole on this, that, or the other occasion. 
or tried to steal on this, that, or the other occasion, and was onlv pre 
vented by main force, or something of that kind.”” Now, inasmuch as 
by the construction which the plaintiff himself had placed upon the 
libel, the defendants were sued for charging generally that he was a 
dishonest person (he wae not using particular language, but in sub 
stance that he was a dishonest person), it was quite obvious that they 
were entitled to give particulars to shew why they said that the plaintiff 
was a dishonest person; and for that reason he thought the appeal 
oucht to be dismissed. 

Lords ATKINSON, PaRKER, SumMNER. and Parmoor concurred. and the 
appeal was accordingly dismissed with costs.—Counsen. for the appel 
lant, Schwabe, K.C., and W. Blake Odgers: Duke, K.C.. and Hugh 
Fraser. Soricrrons, W. G. A. Edwards; Nicholson. (Jraham, & Jones 

[Reported by Erskine Retn, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


HERBERT +. SAMUEL FOX & CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 2ist January. 


WorKMEN’s COMPENSATION—ARISING OUT OF THE EMPLOYMENT 
ACCIDENT To SHuNTER RipInc on Burren ConTrRaARyY To RULES 
DEPARTURE FROM SPHERE oF EMPLOYMENT—WORKMEN’S COMPENSA 
TIon Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1 (1). 


A shunter, whose duty it was to walk in front of or alongside the 
wagons being shunted, as the engine had some distance to qo. qot on 
the buffer of the leading wagon, and was injured by falling from it 
It was not his duty to ride on a wagon, and the employers’ rules strictly 
prohibited riding on buffers. i 

Held (Phillimore, L.J., dissenting), that the accident did not aris 
out of the employment. 

Barnes v. Nunnery Colliery Co. (1912, 4. C. 44) applied 

Chilton v. Blair (7 B. W. C. ©. 607) diatinguished 

Appeal by the employers from an award of the county court judge 
at Sheffield. The applicant was a youth employed as a shunter on a 
private railway connecting the respondents’ works with the Great 


Central Railway. As such, it was his duty to walk alongside and in | ; ; 
t | by willtoacharity. There is nothing in that country's laws correspond 


front of the wagons being shunted, and couple or uncouple them wita 
his shunting-pole. At the time of the accident the engine was 
returning to its shed, a distance of three-quarters of a mile, picking 
up loose wagons found on the way, and pusning them along slowly 
The workman jumped on the right-hand buffer of the front wagon and 
rode on it, balancing himself with his pole. The pole slipped and he 
fell under tne wagon, fracturing a leg. At the arbitration the 
applicant admitted that it was no part of his duty to ride on a wagon, 
while riding on a buffer was strictly forbidden. The county court 
judge held that the accident arose out of the employment, and the 
employers appealed. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the case was one in which it was 
impossible not to feel so much sympathy for the applicant that there 
might be a danger of stretching the law beyond its limits, but he could 
not bring himself to believe that he (the applicant) was entitled to 
any compensation. [His lordship, having stated the facts, continued 
The court was absolutely bound by the decision of the House of Lords 
in Rarnes v. Nannery Colliery Co. (1912, A. C. 44) to say that, by 
riding on a buffer instead of walking in front of the trucks being 
shunted, the applicant was doing what he was not instructed to do, and 
adding a new risk to his employment. He was perfectly unable to 
distinguish the two cases on principle. But it twas argued on behalf 
of the boy that he was only doing what he was told to do, but 


negligently and recklessly, and Chilton v. Blair (7 B. W. C. C. 607) was | 


relied on in support of that contention. He was unable to see any 


difficulty created by that case, where the injured boy was actually doing | 


what he was employed to do, on the spot on which he was required to 
be, but sitting instead of standing.. That came exactly within 
Vawdsley v. West Leigh Colliery Co. (Limited) (5 B. W. C. C. 80) 
The present case was not within Chilton v. Blair. The accident, in his 
lordship’s opinion, did not arise out of the employment, but out of a 





al 7 
| sonaity . 
| the interest in the land charged by them is very small. Accordingly 
| the debentures cannot pass to the charities, but belong to the personal 


la n. d& Co 


departure from the employment. The appeal, therefore, would be 
allowed, though not without regret 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect 

Puittrmore, L.J., said he dissented with diffidence. Toe boy, he 
thought, was doing his duty in his own way, W hich was not necessarily 
a less efficient way. But for Chilton v. Blair (supra), he would have 
taken su view of Barnes Vunnery Colliery Co. (supra) as would 
have been decisive against the applicant In the latter case it was 
left doubtful whether the House of Lords took the view that the 
boys were amusing themselves or merely saving their exertions He 
tnought thev took the former view [f a man or boy used his work or 
means of progression as a kind of game, and an accident supervened, 
then it did not arise out of the employment; but if he saved himself 
by altering his mode of progression, even in a forbidden manner, he 
thought the workman would still be entitled if an accident happened, 
as he would be doing his work no better and po worse.—CouNsEL, 
Tl. BE. Ellison: H. T. Waddy Soticrors, J. B. Somerville, for F. G. 
ad H. E. Smith. Bradford: Pitman & Sons, for Chambers & Son, 
Sheffic ld 

(Reported by H. Layoronp Lewis, Barrieter-at Law.) 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re DAWSON. PATTISSON e. BATHURST AND OTHERS. 
Neville, J. 12th and 18th November. 


Wrut—CHarirascte Bequest—Bequest or Resipve—DesenTUuREs oF 
AvusTRALIAN Lanp Company—Interest tn Lanp—Lonpon Orrice— 
Law or AvustTratia—‘‘ Reat anp Personat Prorerty’’ CHarcep— 
‘*InveREST IN LAND IN ENGLAND OF NO VaLUrE—MORTMAIN AND 
CrarirasLe Uses Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 42), ss. 4 anp 10. 


There is no principle of law under which the debentures of an 
Australian land company, whose property is practically all in Australia, 
‘the interest in land” in this country being of no value, can be held 
to be pure personalty. They are mixed personalty, and accordingly 
could not go to the charities to which the testator had bequeathed so 
much of his residue as might by law be applicable to charitable pur 
poses, but passed to his le gal personal representatives 

This was a summons for the determination of the question whether 
certain debentures of two companies, which owned land in Australia, 
which debentures formed part of the testator’s estate, could validly 
be given by his will to certain charities. The testator, in the events 
which happened, left the residue of his estate as to so much of the 
trust premises as might by law be applicable to charitable purposes 
for the Sussex County Hospital and Mr. Gladstone's Hospital for 
Convalescent Patients in equal shares, and as to so much of the 
premises as might not by law be applicable for charitable purposes for 
one who had died in his lifetime The defendant Bathurst was the 
legal pers nal representative of the testator’s deceased son, who was 
his heir-at-law and eole next-of-kin. Part of the testator’s residue con- 
sisted of debentures in two Australian land companies, whereby the 
companies had charged all ‘‘real and personal property for the due 
payment of the money secured by the debenture.’’ Each company had 
considerable real and personal property in Australia, but nothing of 


any value in England, only a little furniture and leasehold offices. By 


Australian law land and money charged on land can be validly given 


ing to the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 
42), or the earlier Mortmain Acts, none of which Acts have any appli- 
cation in Australia. This was the trustees’ summons to have it deter 
mined whether theee debentures passed to the charities or to the per 
sonal representatives of the testator 

Nevitte. J.. after stating the facts, said: I have looked at the 
authorities to see if there is any principle of law that applies on which 
it can be held that these debentures are ‘personalty, eo that they could 
pass, having regard to the date of the testator’s death, to the charities 
as pure personalty, but I have come to the conclusion that this case 
cannot be distinguiehed from others where land is mixed with per- 
The debentures in question are mixed personalty, although 


representatives of the testator.—Counset, 8S. Sampson; C. FE. Jenkins, 
K.C.. and Meyrick Beebee: J. G Butcher, K.C., and J. M. Pattisson; 
A. F. Peterson, K.C., and O. R. Simpkin. Sorscrrons, Hores, Pattia- 
Clarke, Calkin, & Co., for Howlett & Clarke, Brighton ; 


Oliver & Lyall 
[Reported br L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL (at the Relation of the Hoxton Cinema 
(Lim.) e. THE SHOREDITCH BOROUGH COUNCIL AND 
ANOTHER. foyce, J. 30th November. 

Loca Government—Pvsric Heartn—Batus ann WaASsHHOUSES 
Rorovucn Covxwem—SwiruuiInc BatH—Powrr to Let—** H PALTHFUL 
RECREATION KINEMATOGRAPH ENTERTAINMENT 3aTHS AND WASH 
Houses Act. 1878 (41 & 42 Vier. c. 14), ss. 5, 6. 7, 8—Batns ann 
Wasnuovses Acr. 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 59), s. 2 
Te ie not ¢ yetent. under the Bathe and Washhouses Acts, 1846 to 
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1899, for a corporation to let their closed swimming bath for the winter 
months for kinematograph entertainments to be held every evening and 
matinees twice a week. Such a letting is not an “ allowing any covered 
or open swimming bath to be used as an empty building for purposes 
of healthful recreation or exercise" within the meaning of section 5 of 


the BR tthe and Washh suUsCR Act, 1878. 


This was an action brought by the Attorney-General, at the relation of 
the Hoxton Cinema (Limited), claiming the following relief :—(1) A 
declaration that the letting by the defendant council to the defendant, 
C. F. Wright, of the large hall, Hoxton Baths, and other rooms thereat, 
for the winter season 1913-14, for kinematograph entertainments, was 
contrary to the provisions of the Bathe and Washhouses Acts, 1846 to 
1899, and was not authorized thereby, and was wilfra vires the council 
(2) An injunction to restrain the defendant from letting the 
Hoxton Public Baths, or any part of the premises, as a kinematograph 
theatre, and from permitting the premises to be used and occupied as 
a kinematograph theatre, or for kinematograph entertainments under 
the terms of such lettings or in any manner contrary to or not authorized 
by the said Acts 3) An injunction to restrain the defendant Wright 
from using or oecupying the baths or any part of them as a kinemato 
graph theatre or for kinematograph entertainments under the terms of 
the letting or in any ontrary to or authorized by the said 
Acts, and in any case from taking money at the doors. On the matter 
coming before the court on motion last March, Eve, J., held that the 
the purpose of healthful recreation and 
tion 5 of the Baths and Washhoures 
in interlocutory 30 T. L 


coum il 


manner not 


exercise "’ 
Act, 1878, 
R., p. 382) 
the con 
5 of the 
that 
‘allowing any 


lettinge was for 
thin the meaning of se 
and refused to injum 
lovce. J.. after stating the facts, said: I nave arrived at 

ly it which I have arri looking 
of 1878, but reading the three following eections of 
In my judgment the letting here such an 
‘ imming bath to be used as an empty building for 
of healthful recreation or exercise as is permitted by that 
is unauthorized and illegal Moreover, if the Act of 1896 as 
Act of 1878 is to be considered, a licence for music having 
obtained. the defendants’ case fails also on the ground that the 
ses were let ‘‘ otherwise than occasionally,’ and money was taken at 
ors Counset, 7. R. Hughes, K.C., and A. Guest Vathews; 
K.C.. and B. J. Naldrett; T. J. C. Tomlin, K.C,. and 
Soticrrors, D. 8S. Ball; R. Cyril Ray; Brozxholm & 


rant tion (se¢ 


ved not onlv by at section 
also by 
is not 
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morran, 
rael 
L. M. Mary, Barrister 


CHAPLIN, MILNE, GRENFELL & CO. 
Ist December. 


Neville, J. 
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his in applicat winding-up to determine whether certain 
«k formed part of the general assets of Chaplin, Milne, Grenfell & 
or was held by tl ertain trust. They 

i lady t ( aun American concern for her, and she 
sed a cheque instructed their brokers to the stock 
stion, which und they wrote to the lady informing her 
the transa the contract The brokers were 
ot able to ensure immediate delivery, as the stock was short; so one of 
directors of Chaplin, Milne, Grenfell & Co. drew a cheque for the 

e of the stock. The cheque was made payable to another director 
and was paid into a joint ace: opened in the names of 
directors at Robarts’ Bank, to await the time when the stock should 

be delivered, and the was placed to the credit of the joint 
Then a petition was presented for the winding-up of the firm, 
» liquidator was appointed, and the bank subsequently applied the 
in taking up the stock [he question was: To whom did the 
etock belong? 
Nevitte, J., 
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facts, said : The payment into the bank 
‘ ear method of providing for the purchase of 
the stock, and I hold that the firm were trustees for the lady, and that 
ordingly entitled to the stock Counse., W. R. Bischoff; J. G. 
SoLicirrors, Core, Re m pas ad Biachoff ; Roodle, Hatheld d& Co. 

I M. Mar, Barr 


my opinion at 


sh 18 ack 


ter-at-Law,] 


Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re GEIGER. Ez parte GEIGER. C.A. No. 1. 23rd and 26th 
October ; 6th November ; 11th December. 

TaxaTion OF Costs—Ricutr or BANKRUPT TO ATTEND 
TAXATION oF Trustees’ Costs—Constitution or Commitres or In- 
SPECTION—SANCTION OF EMPLOYMENT OF SoLiIcrror—BankKrRupetcy ACT, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 42, sus-secrions (1) (9); s. 57, sus- 
SECTION (3); s. 73, suB-section (3); ss. 89, 143—Banxruprey Act, 


BANKRUPTCY 








1890 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 62), s. 15, sus-secrion (3)—Banxrurtcy Re ers, 
112-114, 117; Generat Recutations, 16, 17. 


The court has power, under special circumstances, to give a bankrupt 
leave to attend the taxation of the trustee's costs against the estate, 
and will exercisé that power in the bankrupt’s favour in a case where 
he has paid his debts in full and has a surplus over. Where there is 
only one ereditor in a bankruptcy, such ere ditor cannot constitute h 
sel} a committee of inspection. Permission to the trustee to employ 
a solicitor, given by one creditor purporting to act as a committee of 
inspection, ts invalid, and the sc licitor has no‘legal retainer. 


Appeal from the decision of the Divisional Court (Horridge and 
Lush, JJ.) (reported 58 Soricitors’ Journat, 757), The receivi 
order was made in 1913 on the petition of a creditor for £941 7s. 7d. 
In September of that year the bankrupt came into a large sum of money, 
more than enough to pay the amount due to the one creditor in the 
bankruptcy and the costs of the bankruptcy. In January, 1914, negotia 
tions began between the solicitors to the bankrupt and the solicitors 
to the trustee, which ended in the bankrupt depositing £1,500 in the 
hands of the trustee, and undertaking to find any further sum should 
it be needed to pay the debt and the costs of the bankruptcy in full 
The trustee thereupon allowed the bankrupt to proceed with an appli 
cation for annulment, which was heard and granted on 7th April. The 
position at that time with regard to costs was as follows :—On 
5tn February the bankrupt’s solicitors asked the trustee's solicitors 
to arrange for the taxation of tne trustee’s costs on the afternoon of 
the day fixed for the hearing of the application to annul. On 26th 
February the bankrupt’s solicitors again wrote: ‘‘We hope to hear 
that you will soon be ready to carry in your costs for taxation.’’ On 
27th February the trustee's solicitors wrote in reply, merely stating 
that they proposed to attend the application for annulment by couns: 
In fact they had already lodged their bill on the 26th. On 28th Fel 
ruary the bankrupt’s solicitors wrote that their client would obj 
to bearing the expense of the trustee’s appearance by counsel. 
spite of this letter the trustee's solicitors proceeded with the taxati 
without informing the bankrupt, and on 12th March their costs d 
to that date were allowed. After the annulment a further bill 
lodged dealing with the costs of a motion by a person claiming to 
+ creditor who had unsuccessfully appealed against the rejection of | 
proof. On that rejection the trustee had been given party and party 
costs, and the further taxation dealt with his costs as between solicitor 
and client against the estate. On 24th April, after such further taxation 
had taken place, the bankrupt’s solicitors inquired when the bill 
going to be taxed, and asked for a copy of i. They pressed for iT 
answer to their inquiry on 26th April, and were eventually informed 
that all the costs had been already taxed. The bankrupt then applied 
to the Registrar of the County Court at Kingston to reopen the taxa 
tion, withdraw the allocatur, and allow the bankrupt to attend the 
taxation. This application was rejected, whereupon the bankrupt 
appealed to the Divisional Court, who allowed the appeal on 21st July 
That court held, upon the suthority of Re Duncan (8 Morr. 297, 9 Mor 
61) and Re Vavasour (1900, 2 Q. B., 309), that the registrar had d 
cretion to allow the bankrupt to attend, and that in the present 
the bankrupt ought to be allowed to attend, and expressed doubt as 
to tne view taken by the Board of Trade (see judgment of Horridge, J 
58 Soticrrors’ JourNnat, p. 757). The court therefore allowed 
appeal, and sent the taxation back to the registrar to be reopened, with 
directions that the bankrupt should be allowed to attend and argu¢ 
points raised by Horridge, J. The trustee appealed to the Court of 
Appeal, where the Board of Trade were represented, as well as the 
trustee and the bankrupt. 

Oct. 23rd and 26th.—Counsel for the appellant contended that ther 
was no rule which gave the bankrupt a right to attend the taxat 
The only persons who had a right to attend were those whose 8 
were to be taxed, and, since 1914, the Official Receiver (Rule 4 of 1914 
embodied in Rule 122 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 to 1914). Before 
that year even the Official Receiver had no right to be present, though 
the court had a discretion to give him leave to attend for the purpose 
of assisting the trustee or Taxing Master with his advice (He Nash 
1896, 1 Q. B. 13). The fact that there was a surplus in the bankruptcy 
did not give the bankrupt any further rights; ne has no property in 
thé surplus, and the trustee is not trustee for the bankrupt, even of 
the surplus (Re Leadbitter, 10 Ch. D. 388, Ex parte Sheffield, Re Aust 
10 Ch. D. 434). The court has no power to give the bankrupt leav 
to attend. In the cases of He Duncan (8 Morr. 207, 9 Morr. 61 
Re Vavasour (1900, 2 Q. B. 309) it appeared that the bankrupt ha: 
attended, but the point whether he had eny right to attend was 
raised or argued, so they do not decide that ‘ne has any right to atte: 
Counsel for the Board of Trade explained to the court that the fact 
that the payment of these costs had been passed by the Board of Trade 
did not involve any sanction of the costs by the Board. If a proper 
allocatur was brought before them the Board could not go behind it 
He further stated that the Board of Trade were anxious to obtain 
the decision of the court on the first point raised by Horrjdge, J 
viz., that a bill of costs could not be taxed after annulment. He 
contended that an order of annulment did not affect the power of the 
court to wind up outstanding matters. There was no provision for this 
in the Act or Rules, and therefore by Rule 353 the old authorities would 
apply. These were to the effect that the jurisdiction of the court 
is not determined by annulment. He cited Ex parte Fector (Buck, 423). 
Ez perte Coward (3 B. & A. 123), Ex parte Audley (1 Ch. D. 177). 
Ex parte Ramsay (14 Ch. D. 467), and West vy. Baker-(1 Ex. D. 4 
He was stopped at this point by the court, who directed that t! 
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Board of Trade should consider the bills of costs, and report whether, 
in their opinion, the taxation ought to be reviewed. The hearing was 
adjotrned for that purpose till 6th November. 

Nov. 6th.—Counsel for the Board of Trade stated that the Board did 
not consider the costs excessive or improper, and would not themselves 
ask for a review of the taxation. He argued in favour of the view 
that a sole creditor may constitute a committee of inspection. Counsel 
for the respondents contended that the court had power to allow the 


bankrupt to attend the taxation, and also that no legal sanction for | 


the employment of a solicitor had been obtained in this case. Counsel 
for the appellants, in reply, contended that any irregularity in the em 
ployment of a solicitor was a formal defect only within section 143 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Cur. adv. vult. 

Dec. 1lth.—tLord Cozens-Harpy, M.R. 
to allow a bankrupt to intervene in the administration of his estate unless 
there are special circumstances, but it is quite clear that where there 
are special circumstances the court has diseretion to allow him to inter 


Re Marsh (15 Q. B. D. 340) and Re Nash (1896, 1, Q. B. 13). 


vene : 


Where, as in the present case, the only person interested is the bankrupt, | 


it is obviously just that he should be allowed to intervene. There is, 
however, a furtner question in this case, whether the employment of the 
solicitors to the trustee was ever legally sanctioned. here was only 
one creditor in this bankruptcy, and at a general meeting of creditors, 
held on 2lst April, 1913, attended only by F. J. Lewis, special proxy 
for Partridge, the creditor, and by a Mr. Bowles, representing the 
trustee, a resolution was purported to be carried appointing Partridge 
the committee of inspection. This was plainly invalid, tor by se 
tion 22, sub-section (1), the committee of inspection shall consist of not 
less than three persons. Meetings of this committee of inspection were 
held from time to time, at which the employment of Messrs. Munns 
& Longden to act as solicitors for the trustee sanctioned, and 
the remuneration of the trustee was fixed. All these resolutions ot 
the committee were in conflict with section 22, sub-section (9), which 
directs that where there is no committee of inspection any sanction 
required to be given by them may be given by the Board of ‘I'rade. To 
legalise the retainer ot to act for the trustee the permission 


of the committee of inspection is required by section 57, sub-section (3), 


was 


solicitors 


and by the concluding words of that section such permission shall not | 
be general, but shall only be a permission to do the particular things | 


) 


for waich permission is sought. By section 12, 
Act of 1890 it is further provided that such 
obtained before the solicitors are em] loved In 
committee ol inspection, and no 
Board of Trade; consequently 
Munns & Longden, and their bill cannot be 
of the bankrupt’s estate. The view of the Board of 
creditor can form a committee of inspection is wrong, reason 
of section 22, sub-section (9), and on principle There numerous 
fiduciary duties reposed in the committee of inspection which cannot be 
performed by a sole creditor. The defective retainer of the solicitors 
is not a mere formal defect within‘section 143; it is a matter of 
importance that the employment of solicitors by the trustee should be 
duly sanctioned. 


sub-section (3), of the 
permission must be 


obtained from the 
retainer of Messrs. 
agamst or paid out 
Trade that 
both by 


permission was 
there was ho 
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are 


great 


It is not necessary to send the taxation back to be 
reviewed by the registrar, with a direction that the bankrupt be 
allowed to attend, pecause this court declares that th. per 
mission to employ solicitors was never obtained, and alloca 
turs given by the registrar must be discharged 

KENNebDY, L.J.—1 agree entirely with the decision of the Divisional 
Court that the bankrupt in this case should have been allowed to attend 
the taxation. He had no statutory right to be present, but the court 
in special circumstances can give a bankrupt leave to attend. As to th 
second question, I think that the view of the Board of Trade 
incorrect. By section 22, sub-section (1), the creditors may, not must, 
appoint a committee of inspection, but, appointed, that 
mittee ‘‘ shall consist’’ of not less than ‘The appoint 
ment of a sole creditor ‘as committee was clearly in contravention of 
the statute, there was no committee, and when there is 
ho committee it is the intention of the Act, as shewn in section 22, sub- 
section (9), that the Board of Trade should give the permission required 
to be given by a committee. No such permission was given in this 
case, and, therefore, the trustee had no authority to employ a solicitor, 
and the solicitor had no legal retainer. I should been glad to 
apply the provisions of section 143 to this case if I could have seen my 
way ; but the appointment of solicitors to act for the trustee is a serious 
matter, and here it was not only irregular but ultra vires, and cannot 
be said to be a ‘‘ formal defect’ within section 143. I concur with 
the Master of the Rolls as to the order which ought to be made. 

SWINFEN Eapy, L.J., stated the facts, and continued: The first 
question here is whether the registrar hada discretion to allow the 
bankrupt to attend the taxation. I consider that he had, and that it 
Was a proper case for him to allow the bankrupt to attend, for the 
bankrupt was interested in keeping the costs low. He had no right to 
attend, but he could get special leave from the court to do so: Re 
Marsh (15 Q. B. D. 340), He Duncan (1892, 1 Q. B. 331 and 870), and 
Re Nash (1896, 1 Q. B. 13). The second question is whether the 
Solicitors were properly employed, which involves the further question 
whether a sole creditor can make himself a committee of inspection and 
exercise its functions. A committee of inspection must consist of at 
least three persons, so, in fact, there was here no committee of inspec 
tion. ‘There being no committee of inspection the sanction of the Board 
of Trade should have been obtained to the employment of solicitors, 
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but this was not done, and therefore there was no legal retainer of the 
solicitors. It was urged that this was a mere formal defect, but I 
think it is a matter of great importance to keep a check upon the in 
curring of costs. The judgment of Fry, L.J., in &e Duncan 
(1892, 1 Q. B., at p. 889) shews how strict the court is in looking after 
the costs in a bankruptcy. Neither the fact that the costs were 
audited by the Board of Trade, nor that the bankruptcy has been 
annulled, affect the power of the court to deal with these costs, and 
tne order of this court will be that, no permission having been given for 
the employment of solicitors, the payments of costs already made to the 
solicitors must be disallowed. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Clayton, 
K.C., and Tindale Davis; Gore Browne, K.C., and F. Mellor; B. W. 
Hansell. Soricrrors, Munns & Longden; Williams & James; The 
Solicitors to the Board of Trade. 
[Reported by P. M 
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attached to the ship, as she was prevented by law from performing 
her contract to deliver and the 
non-completion of the voyage was not due to the neapacity of the 
cargo The short answer to the first « of the 
claimants is that there is no contract to which the court can look which 
is applicable to the existing facts. This court has no concern, touching 
the matter now in question, with the contracts between the shipowners 
and shippers, or Whatever claim the shipowners may 
have under their contracts is not taken away by the decision of this 
court ty the very facts of the situation the shipowners could not 
perform their contracts by carrying the enemy goods to their destination 
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country, subject to the risk of her detention by a belligerent for the 
purpose of seizing the goods; and this was the foundation of the 
principle which, generally speaking, secured to them their full freight. 
Hir lordship quoted from The Fortuna (1809, Edw. 56, 2 E. P. C. 17) 
and from The Prosper (1809, Edw. 72) Since the Declaration of 
Paris and, indeed, before that, by the practice adopted in the Crimean 
War, neutral vessels laden with enemy goods could not be prevented 
from continuing their voyages and so earning their freight, except 
where the goods were contraband, or where the pursuit of the voyage 
would amount to a breach of blockade; and in these cases no freight 
would be allowed With British vessels it is quite otherwise. They 
must not carry enemy goods or proceed on voyages for which suc h 
In the present case there was accordingly an 

incapacity to proceed attributable not only to the cargo, but also 
to the ship It would not be right, however, to withhold from the 
incapacity of the ship,’ 


goods were shipped 


shipowners all the freight on account of the 
where the shipment took place before*war, and the voyage was partly 
accomplished. What, then, ought to be the rule It is possible that, 
even if the cargo is not carried to its destination, it would be just in 
some cases that the whole amount of the freight should be paid For 
instance, suppose an enemy cargo were shipped before the war from 
Australia for Hamburg and were seized near British waters and taken 
to Bristol, it may be that it would be fair to pay the shipowners the 
full freight On the other hand, suppose a cargo of enemy goods had 
been shipped before the war for Bristol and destined for Cameroon 
or Kiaochau, and were seized at Swansea, it would be wholly inequit 
able for the shipowners to claim, or for the captors to be subject to, 
payment of the full freight, even though by the contract it was due 
on shipment at sristol In the present cam where only a compara 
tively small p ) ve voyage was made, I think the whole freight 
ought not to allowed What part should be allowed I will refer 
to the Registrar and merchants to say, but I must give them some 
direction or guidance, although no strict rule can be laid down which 
would be universally applicable. Cases differ greatly The phrase pro 
rata itimeri s been used in some cases Sut this does not import 
a mere arithmetica ilculation of distances or times. The only rule 
which I state for the guidance of the Registrar and merchants is 
this Such a sum is to be allowed for freight as is fair and reasonable 
: all the circumstances, regard being had to the rate of freight 
originally agreed (although this is mot necessarily conclusive in all 
cases), to the extent to which the voyage has been made, to the labout 
and cost expended, or any special charges incurred, in respect of the 
cargo seized before its seizure and unlivery, and to the benefit accruing 
to the cargo from the carriage on the voyage up to the seizure and 
unlivery ; but no sum is to be allowed in respect of any inconveniences 
or delay attributable to the state of war, or to the consequent detention 
and seizure. As to the items for extra cost of discharging and shifting 
the goods at Swansea, these should go against the cargoes, and should 
be allowed I have said that the claimants, in the affidavit in support 
of their claim, urged that the detention at Swansea should be taken 
into account, and that it would amount to the whole freight. In this 
parti ular case the fact is that the owners themselves ‘‘ decided, owing 
to the political situation on the Continent, to keep 7'he Juno at Swansea 
and to await developments Apart from this, and as the point will 
no doubt arise in future cases, | desire to pronounce as my opinion 
that no sum ought t be allowed unless there be some special and 
exceptional circumstance in respect of any delay or inconveniénce 
vhich may occur to a ship as the necessary result of her diversion or 
detention for the purpose of seizing and making unlivery of confiscable 
enemy cargo I allow the claim of the claimants to some freight and 
to the sper ial items mentioned, and order a reference to the Registrar 
and merchants to ascertain the amount Counse., Bateson, K.C., and 
R. H. Balloch, for the Crown; and (. BR. Dunlop for the claimants 
Soticrrors, The Treasury Solicitor; Holman, Birdwood & ¢ 
ported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations. 


The Second Supplement issued on 3rd February to the London 
Gazette of 2nd February, contains the following I 

l \ Proclamation, dated 35rd February, revoking the Proclamation 
of 10th November and Orders in Council of 20th November, 5th, 11th 
and 23rd December, 1914, and 4th and 8th January, 1915, prohibiting 
the exportation of certain articles from the United Kingdom to certain 
or all destinations, and making new regulations as regards the prohibi 
tion of exportation [he Proclamation is made under section 8 of the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1879, section 1 of the Exportation 
of Arms Act, 1900, and the Customs (Exportation Restriction) Act, 
1914 It contains four lista—(A), (B), (C) and (D)—all except D of 
considerable length. Under (A) exportation is prohibited to all destina 
tions: this includes, among other articles, aircraft and their component 
parts; animals, pack, saddle and draught, suitable for use in war; 
numerous chemicals, drugs, dyes and dye-stuffs, medicinal preparations 
and tanning extracts; explosives of all kinds; numerous articles of 
forage and food for animals; articles of grindery used in the making 
of boots and shoes; harness and saddlery which can be used for military 
purposes ; khaki woollen cloth; and leather, dressed or undressed, suit- 


ible for military use Under (B) exportation is prohibited to all 





destinations abroad other than British Possessions and Protectorates ; 
this includes accoutrements, woollen blankets and camp equipment ; 
numerous chemicals, drugs and medicinal preparations; copper, un 
wrought and part wrought, and various other metals; oils of various 
kinds, including petroleum ; various articles of food ; rubber ; telephone 
apparatus; vessels of all kinds and their component parts; barbed 
wire; and various woollen goods. Under (C) exportation is prohibited 
to all foreign ports in Europe and on the Mediterranean and Black 
Seas, other than those of France, Russia (except Baltic ports), Belgium, 
Spain and Portugal; this includes copper and iron ore; certain ship- 
building materials; and various foods, among. which cocoa powder is 
mentioned, thus repeating the prohibition as to cocoa issued on 8th 
January; but tea, which was then withdrawn from the list, remains 
vithdrawn. Under (D) exportation is prohibited to ports in Denmark, 
the Netherlands and Sweden. The only item here is “ tin plates, in- 
luding tin boxes and tin canisters for tood packing.”’ 

2. A Proclamation, dated 3rd February, revoking sub-section (6) of 
section 1 of the Currency and Bank Notes Act, 1014, whereby postal 
orders were made legal tender. The operative parts of the Proclama- 
tion is as follows : 

1. Sub-section (6) of section one of the Currency and Bank Notes 
Act, 1914, is hereby revoked as from the date of this Proclamation ; 
and accordingly any postal orders to which that sub-section applies 
shall cease to be current and legal tender as therein provided as 
from that date. 

2. The holder of any such postal order shall be entitled to obtain 
on demand at any time before the first day of June, nineteen hun 
dred and fifteen, during office hours at any money order office in 
the United Kingdom, payment for the order at its face value in 
coins or currency notes which are for the time being legal tender 
in the United Kingdom. 


3. An Order in Council, dated 3rd February, amending the Special 
Constables Order, 1914, as follows :— 
After Article 6 of the said Order the following Article shal! be 
inserted :— 
6a. If any special constable who has been appointed since the 
commencement of the present war and whose appointment was for 
a specified period agrees to continue to serve as a special constable 
after the expiration of that period, his appointment shall be 
extended, and he shall retain all the powers and privileges and 
remain subject to all the duties of a special constable so long 


g as 
he continues so to act.”’ 








Benefices Act, 1898, and Railway and Canal 
Traffic Act, 1888. 


The Lord Chancellor has nominated Mr. Justice Coleridge to be the 
Judge of the Supreme Court for the purposes of the Benefices Act, 
1895, and Mr. Justice Lush to be tne ex-ofic1o Commissioner for 
England under the Railway aud Canal Traffic Act, 1888. 

ord February, 1915. 


Tue CriminaL Justice AbMINISTRATION AcT, 1914, THE SumMaRY 
JURISDICTION ACTS, THE EMPLOYERS AND WORKMEN ACT, 1875, THE 
PROBATION OF OrreNDEeRS Act, 1907, AND THE AFFILIATION ORDERS 
Act, 1914. 


Notice is hereby given, under the Rules Publication Act, 1893, that 
it 18 proposed by the Lord Chancellor, after the expiration of at least 
torty days from this date, in pursuance of the powers conferred upon 
him by phe above-mentioned Acts, and of every other power enabiing 
him on that behalf, to issue Rules and Forms. 

Dratt copies of the said Rules and Forms can be obtained in the 
interval upon application to the Home Office, Whitehall. 

Lord Chancelior’s Office. 

January 29th, 1915 


Passports. 


The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs gives notice that, on and 


| after the lst February next, the fee for British Passports will be five 


shillings. Such Passports will be valid for two years, and 
renewable on application in the proper form for four furthe: periods of 
two years each. The fee payable for each renewal will be two shill 
Foreign Office. 
January 27, 1915. 


Will be 


‘3 





A sitting had been appointed on 28th January, says the Z'imes, in the 
Bankruptcy Court, for the public examination of Mr. Albert E. Holi 
day, solicitor, who was adjudged bankrupt on 18th December last 
receiving order had been made against his estate on the petition of a 
money-lender. The act of bankruptcy alleged was his departure from 
his house in November, 1914, with intent to defeat or delay his 
creditors. Mr. W. P. Bowyer, official receiver, said that the bank ipt 
had practised at Oxford and Bicester with two partners, who were not 
involved in these proceedings. He disappeared last November, and he 
(the official receiver) had been unable to trace him. His honour 
adjourned the examination sine die. 


°c 
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Societies. 
The Law Society. 
GENERAL MEETING. 

A special general meeting of the Law Society was held at their hall, 
Ubancery-iane, on Friday, the 29th ult. Col. Sir C. E. Longmore, 
K.U.B. (Hertford, President), who wore the uniform of the battalion 
be commands (the Ist Reserve Herts Regiment) presided. Among 
those present were :—Mr. Richard Stephens Taylor (Vice-President), 
*Mr. Charles Edward Barry (Bristol), Mr. John Field Beale, *Mr. 
Edward Bramley (Sheilield), Mr. John Wreford Budd, Mr. Lewin 
Bampiield Carsiake, *Mr. Richard Stewart Cleaver (Liverpool), Mr. 
Alfred Heury Coley (Birmingham), Mr. Cecil Allen Coward, Sir Home 
wood Crawford, Mr. Weeden Dawes, Mr. Robert William Dibdin, Mr. 
Walter Dowson, *Mr. Thomas Eggar (Brighton), Mr. Walter Henry 
Foster, Sir Edward Henry Fraser, D.C.L. (Nottingham), Mr. Samuel 
Garrett, Mr. Charles Goddard, Sir Henry James Johnson, The Hon. 
Robert Henry Lyttelton, Mr. Frank Marshall (Newcastle-upon-Tyne), 
Mr. Rubert Chancellor Nesbitt, *Mr. William Henry Norton (Man- 
chester), Mr Ernest Fitzjohn Oldham, Mr. Arthur Copson Peake 
(Leeds), Mr. Kenrick Eyton Peck (Devonport), “Mr. Richard Alfred 
Pinsent (Birmingham), Mr. William Arthur Sharpe, Sir Walter Trower, 
Mr. Villiam Melmoth Walters, *Mr. Norris Alfred Ernest Way 
(Chester), Mr. Robert Mills Welsford, and Mr. William Howard Win- 
terbotham (members of the Council), and Mr. E. R. Cook (Secretary) 
and Mr. H. E. Jones (Assistant Secretary). 


SoOLIcitoRs SERVING WITH THE Forces. 

The Presipent said that he was afraid his thoughts had been 
recently far apart from legal maiters, so he was not in a position to 
address the meeting upon the general position of the profession, except 
that be should lke to tell them the part which the solicitor branch 
of the profession was filling in the present war. According to the 
formation before him there were 1,551 solicitors actually serving in 
lis Majesty s forces, many, he was glad to hear, actually at the front, 
and there were 981 articled clerks, which gave a total of 2,812. This 
was a very fine total, and no doubt if the list were complete up to 
date the number would be enlarged. They had every reason 
w be proud pf their profession for the position it had 
taken. As to his own brigade, which consisted of two battalions 
and 500 men, three of the commanding officers were solicitors. His own 
adjutant was Mr. Harcourt Rose, of Norton, Rose, Barrington & Co., 
Old Broad-street, and no commanding officer ever had a better. 
Another officer was Mr. George Whateiey, son of Mr. W hateley, of 
Rooper & Whateley, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. He wished to convey to 
the members of the society his most sincere thanks for the magnihcent 
response they had made to his circular on behalf of the Red Cross 
Society. He had been able to contributg over £3,017 18s., a very 
handsome contribution from the profession. At one time it was con- 
templated that the money should be ear-marked for special purposes, but 
Mr. Charles Russell, who was so closely identified with the Ked Cross 
Society, said it would be more convenient to devote it to the general pur 
poses of the society. The expenses had amounted to only £2 10s., and 
that was chiefly for postage. ‘l hey had to be very thankful to the secretary 
ad staff of the society for giving their gratuitous work. There was 
oe other matter which he felt he ought to mention. He should like, 
m behalf of the profession, to congratulate Sir Walter Trower upon 
We ,eat honour which had been conferred upon him, and which tney 
were ail glad to see in the New Year’s honours list. They felt that 
m honouring him His Majesty had honoured the whole “profession. 
They congratulated him most sincerely, and, on behalf of the profession, 
he might say it gave them all great pleasure to hear of it. 


Fees to JuNIOR CoUNSEL. 


Mr. Brinstey Harrer, C.C. (London), moved, in accordance with 
wtice: ‘‘ That in the interest of the public the Law Society take all 
meessary steps to get alteres] the existing rules of practice that : (1) ‘The 
lets payable to janior counsel must necessarily be in all cases from three 
fifths to two-thirds of the fees payable to the leading counsel. (2) Clients 
Pay the tees of clerks to counsel.’’ He said he was deeply sorry to 
tote that the Council had not been able to come to some arrangement 
with the Bar Council. He might say that the report of the Bar Council 
“2 s important a matter had some rather as a disappointment, and 
a as a surprise to him, after what had been stated at general 
Meetings of the society to the effect that the Council would not come 

amy arrangement without first of all submitting the subject to a 
gmeral meeting. At the end of July the Council framed a formal 
meolution and sent it to the Bar Council as their ultimatum, to 
the effect ‘that in all cases in which a leader and a junior are briefed 
ite fee payable to the junior shall be two-thirds of the fee which would 
‘dinarily be marked for the leader, having regard to the importance 
ti the case and the amount of the papers; but the junior shall not 
be entitled to an in reased fee owing to the leader claiming an excep- 
Nonal fee That was not the view taken by the general meeting of 
We society as expressed by the resolution moved by him (Mr. Brinsley 

t). He was very sorry that the Council of the society had been 
ed by the Bar Council, on a side issue, from dealing with a 


* Denotes extraordinary members. 





matter where many solicitors felt very strongly, It was the principle 
for which they were contending. ‘The two-thirds fee was only a rule 
ot practice, but it was a rule which the Bar Council stated the bar- 
risters themselves could not break without the liability of punishment 
before their benchers; and it was a rule which solicitors felt ought 
not to be adhered to. He did not know what the members of the bar 
and the members of the Council said at the interview which took place— 
that was not stated in the reports—but it did seem extraordinary that 
the Council should not have put it to them that the members of the 
Bar themselves would not allow fees, as a rule, to be marked as special 
fees. Lord Alverstone, in his recent book, Reminiscences,’ said, 
‘1 have referred to the fact that 1 was taken several times on special 
retainer to conduct cases on circuits other than my own This was 
chietiy after 1 was Attorney-General. Of course, it is only in really 
heavy cases that the services of a special leader can be atiorded, and 
my tees in each case were 300 guineas on the brief. In the interests 
ot the barristers on the circuit 1 never allowed my brief fee to be 
reduced in consequence of my receiving special fees, Lord Halsbury 
also, in his work on The Laws of England,’ said, ‘‘ A fee, which is 
really a brief tee given tor getting up a order to conduct it 
in court and for conducting it there, ought in no case to be divided and 
marked in part as a speciai fee, merely tor the purpose of paying a less 
fee to other counsel engaged in the « Phe theory of these two learned 
leaders in the legal protession was that a junior counsel was entitled 
to a two-thirds fee. Lt was most extraordinary that the Council of the 
society should have gone to a discussion with the Bar Council, and that 
the Bar Council, at the very first meeting, he understood, said they would 
where the fee marked more than 100 guineas. 
which wen court did not justify a fee of 
He wondered whether the Council appeared 
the profession at this interview, 
proper course wowd have been to 
leading the Bar Council in the 
solicitors telt was that it was not 
necessary nowadays to adhere to an old rule, which laid down 
many years ago, at a time when the fees marked upon the briefs of 
counsel were not in any way approaching those that were paid at the 
time. In the olden days a fee ot 50 guineas was quite a high 
was but fifty-three years of age, and he could well remember 
was to a good firm, it was an 
extraordinary thing in that particular office to mark a brief with 
50 guineas. He recollected that Mr. (afterwards Mr, Justice) Chitty 
never got more than that amount in the cases the office gave him, and 
the bref of his junior was marked with £10 10s It had been inti- 
mated to him that an amendment was to be moved to his motion, but 
he did not want an amendment He wanted his motion to be accepted 
or rejected, as being either right or wrong. Personally, he might be 
wrong, but, at any rate, he had no doubt that the practice of which he 
was speaking ought to be abolished in the interest of the profession 
and the public. In the olden days to which he had referred nobody 
minded the two-thirds fee to the junior, as fees were not very large ; 
but the fees very high, and the matter was therefore one 
of great importance. It was no use saying it was only a rule of 
practice, and that the junior would not accept the briet unless the 
proper proportion of the fee paid to his leader was marked upon it, 
He had referred to a case at a general meeting of the society two 
years ago, where his firm marked the leader's bnef with 100 guineas, 
and the junior got 65 The leader became ill, and another 
had to be briefed at the last moment He insisted upon a fee of 190 
and had to be paid, as the firm could not help itself. Then 
fee to be increaeed to 100 guineas, and he would 

He @Mr. Brinsley Harper) thought this 
had been satisfied at the time 
the 65 guineas, aml why, simply because 
became ill, and the fee on the brief of the leader had 
to be increased, he should get more for doing the same work that he 
would have done in either case passed one 8 comprehension How the 
members of the Council (who were supposed to look after the interests of 
the solicitor branch of the profession) could remain satisfied with this 
state of affairs he could not All the Bar Council said was 
that they would only discuss with them exceptional and special fees. 
That was not the point he had in his mind when he had moved his 
resolution at the general meeting two years ago. It was rather dis 
heartening for the members of the society that the subject should be 
treated in this way. They would ask themselves why they should 
trouble about the matter when the Council were so lukewarm. The 
movement to put an end to such a state of affairs ought to have come 
from the Council. The members of the Council were members of 
distinguished firms, but one would think that they never gave a brief 
marked with less than 100 guineas. But the majority of the members of 
the profession with large practices felt that the matter was a serious 
A taxing master told him recently that he sincerely hoped that 
those who could use their influence on the Law Society would 
He said that if the members of the Council could sit in his chambers 
a single day they would never hesitate ‘about the matter. A King's 
Counsel told him (Mr. Brinsley Harper) that it was a matter he could 
not understand, or why solicitors did not make a stronger stand about 
it. He said: ‘‘ You pay your couneel a big fee to be in court, and 
not to put the responsibility on the junior to take hie place. lt was 
perfectly absurd to have to give two guineas only to a junior to settle 
" for advice on evidence, which would justify five or ten 
least. There doubt about the fact that 
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it was an old rule. It wag to be found in the White Book in the, as one profession. He thought that the maxim ZJnter arma sileng 
rules of practice, but it ought not, under the altered circumstances of | /eges should apply. Mr. Brinsley Harper had made certain drastic 
the present day, to be aliowed to continue. The swhject had been | stacements, ana he thought there shoula be some sort of 1 lication 
Mr. C. L. Samson, the then President, in his address | that what he had said was not the feeling of every member of the 

| Mr. Brinsley Harper had said that he moved the resolution 


meeting im 1912, and the members had been | society. 
The result, after all that time, was that the | in the interests of the public. He (Mr. Bell) hoped he might be allowed 


We absolutely decline | to ask the meeting, if it were in the interest of the public, why should 
The jumor counsel had generaiiy done 


mentioned by 
at the annual provinci 
discussing it ever since. 
members of the Bar Council eaid practically, 
to discuss except the case of a tee ot over 10u guineas,”’ and the Council they hit the jumor counsel? 


of the society said We can do nothing more.”’ It was very difficult | the hardest part of the work, and he was generally regarded as 
to know what was to be done. But his own opinion was that it would | properly earning his fee. Mr. Brinsley Harper had admitted so much 
be better for the meeting to pass his resolution, because, as Mr. Samson | py stating that he considered the fees allowed to settle statements of 
said at the time of which he was speaking, “ This is a subject which | ciaim and other documents prior to trial should be increased. What 


must be altered and Sir Walter 1 rower asked him not to withdraw | did it matter whether a fee were increased, or whether the | )portion 
his resolution, but to keep it ou the pape and that it would be of | which was allowed to the junior counsel should be allowed to stand! 
value in any negotiatio He Me Bri wiey Harper) was sorry it had | But whether the resolution were passed, or whether it were not, he did 
not helped in the matter at . Che Council had made a tactical | pot think it would have the slightest effect on what was really the 
blunder altogether Why should they have entered into any discussion practice. After all, it was a question of negotiation between the 


on the amount, when it was the pion iple whe h had to be considered members of the bar and the solicitors who instructed them, and if the 
It was aga 7 the interest of - publi Phe Bar made certain rules, client was sufficiently in a position to bear anvexpensive fee r brief 
and said hese are our rules of practice, and you have to bear ing a learned and leading counsel, why should not the junior, who, no 


them He did not think it was a matter which ought to be allowed | goubt. had done a great deal, if not the majority, of the work be allowed 
to rest in its present state, therefore he was intending to press the | 4 fair and equitable proportion of his leader's fee? Beyond that, there 
resolution which stood in his name. The second part of his resolution | wag a way now open. ‘The matter had been before the Bar Council Com. 
related to another absurdity, and that was the payment of the] mittee, and they had conferred with the members of the Council of the 
Alverstone, in the work from which he | Society in 1890, in 1900, 1913, and in 1914, and on each of those occa 


barrister ler} fee Lord 
if he might judge by the Annual Statement of the Bar Couneil, 


had already quoted, dealt with the matter He said, ‘The position of sions. 




















barrister clerks is anomalous and interesting They are paid by the | there had been efforte made to arrive at a rapprochement In each of 
chents by fees of half a crown for consultation and 5 per cent. on the | the last two years, 1913 and 1914, special notification had been directed 
brief fee I know of no other instance where the persona] attendant | by the Bar Council’s Annual Report to the rule which existed, namely, 
On a protes nal man is paid indirectly by the clients Lord Halsbury | that whenever there was any question relating to the profession between 
again, in his bool ud, Where fees are paid to counsel, it is usual | solicitor and counsel, it was as a matter of course within the powers of 
to ine le therein certain fees to which his clerk is entitled, and which both the parties to refer the particular question for decision to the Chair 
can be recovered from counsel by the clerk in an action for money had | man of the General Council of the Bar and to the President of the Las 
and l Che clerk, how r s not entitled to demand as of | Sc iety He ventured to think that there wae not one case in fifty in 
right r remuneration whatever from his master’s clients, but | which there had been any real dispute as to the junior counsel's fee; and 
the fee ts a mere gratuity, though it is allowed on taxation, accordin were they, for the fiftieth case, to put on record a rather offensive reso- 
to a fixed scak Now they s practitioners, knew that they had to | lution such as that which they were debating? If there were any fric 
pay t clerk fee He had mind a recent case where a distin tion between members of the bar and solicitors as to the question of the 
R er t a refresher of 100 guineas, and the taxation fee for | proper proportion of a fee, here was a rule ready for them, of which 
attend il | the solicitor on tl ther side and himself for an | they could take advantage, so that the matter could be settled without 
imnx ada from 10.30 to 4 s 3 guineas; they had arranged ra si any controversial resolution of this kind. With revard te 
wn 4 iineas \V\ ld it be believed that the leaders counsels’ clerks’ fees, the miserable half-crown or five sh gs paid 
le t 2 d for bi ! ip the papers from the leaders to the rks, he did not think any answer was required to | marks 
chat t He thought that this was a perfect di h had been made, except that it was beneath the dignity of the 
grace I re members of t profession, and it was an exper meeting to consider the matter 

sive prot | they did not get much out of it—one of the judges Mr. Cuaries Forp (London) said he was very much surprised at 
had ‘ led a ye is all solicitors ought to mal But | the extraordinary speech to which they had just listened. They were 
it , eX] profes ind there was a good deal of risk | very much indebted to Mr. Brinsley Harper for bring forward 
atta t. and nk that. af tting in court for six hours, the | this questior He had taken an infinite amount of trouble aboutat, 
BOL re or paid i whilst the barristers’ clerks got | and he hoped the meeting would support him in the ex nt work 
Lo he L Society ought to get altered. He moved | he sought to do. It wou'd very much serve the memb: f the 
his resolut iin the hope that the ¢ incil would be able to correct and | solicitor branch of the profession, as well as the publi at large. Mr 
t« et «il these a malies, W } ere nothing more than matte: f Bell had suggested that they ought not, in a case of this | to deal 
pract t the | ina h t! ht it was time were put at vith controversial matters. That was downright nons They 
end to , yuld have, according to his experience, to peg away at matter 
Mr. Parrick Snaw (London conded the motion. He said he would | f*0m the time when Mr. Brinsley Harper brought it f ard for 
, seieaaldlt taidial Veins . r ; , another two or three years at least, and then they would get that 
‘ ‘ it y tew obser " ns, not hex suse he did no feel : > 
; hich was reasonable, and the bar would take a reasonable view al 
ver att I ith Mr. Brinsley Harper that somethir ought to be ' m ; Spe as 
done | ich the perfectly a ilous conditions existing between the | *™'S Very simple question What was the origin of this ex pa 
barristers and harristers’ clerks und selicitore whe eal > thee phoaka | PO sition, and why, because a first-rate man was paid a ery Oi 
; I . oy fee, therefore they were to pay a certain proportion to a \ ordinary 

not be altered It was truly desirable that the matter should be taken . . 1 ] boat 
tal . | mortal, was very difficult to say. He could only suggeet t! eadets, 
ft : J ken in hand with great vigour The so lety : vd ‘| in brder to get the juniors to do as much work as possib! aid they 
( om he | ul great respect, and he believed in their ability | must have this proportion, and so they hoped the junior vould do 
t ' tever they determir dl hould be carried He sincerely | the work. He hoped that someone would enlighten them as to th 
trusted, therefore, that they would take the matter up  serious!s | origin of this extraordinary practice. They did not want to speak 
beca : is a matter which affected many practising solicitors, and | disrespectfully of the Bar. They all admired their abilit but ther 
it wa v difficult to explain to one’s clients, for the client often | seally could not go on much longer with theee extraordinar nditions 
selected as | leader someone with exceptional abilities, or someone | petween the Bar and solicitors and the public, and he did hoy sincerely 
who is his particular fancy, whose fees were high; but that was no | that the meeting would not hesitate to support the resolut With 
reason \ the junior, who might have been satisfied with 10, 12, regard to the clerks’ fees. he quite admitted that this wa 1 trivial 
or 1] should immediately ask for 18, 20, or 3 gs., as the case | matter. ex ept that it was a ridiculons thing that solicitors or the 
might be, because it was a certain proportion of the leader's fees public should pay this wretched half-crown. He hoped t before 
the bar would be sufficiently independent # 






Surely it was a question of the labourer and his hire, and because the long some of the men at 


say that it was a rotten state of things, and that they must put # 








soli r, in his desire to serve his client, who was insisting upon brief 

ing some particular leading counsel, had to mark his brief with a fee | end to it 

of, say, 1,000 gs., there was no reason why the junior, who was cer Mr. H. J. Apxr~ (London) moved, as an amendment, to t all the 
insert ‘‘in the oy of this 






than 100 gs., should have 700 gs words after the word ‘‘that,”’ and to 
meeting, there is no existing rule entitling a junior counsel to req 5 
; ” He 


brief fee to bear any fixed proportion to the brief fee of his | ‘ 
did not move the amendment because he differed from M Brine’ 
On t 


tainly not Ww thy to receive more 
He was sure that most of their professional brethren were with them 
the-members were too much 






in spirit in this question. He was sorry 
1 to come to a meeting at two in the afternoon, and thus show 










occ tiprie 
the public and the bar general'y that there was a particular desire to | Harper's motion or the attitude he had taken up in the matt 
serve their clients by saving their pockets, and at the same time getting | contrary, he thought that the profession were very much inde! 1 to him 
from them the best services that money would buy. for the vigour with which he had approached the subject. His 4 ference 
Mr. Epwarp A. Bet (London) said he thought that in times of stress | was not one of substance—in substance he quite agreed with | but he 
like the present controversial matters should be avoided, especially | differed in the matter of method, and he thought that, as a matter 
it would not be advisable to pass the motion presen? 







should regard the whole profession, in times like these, | of tactics, J 1 
form. His objections to it were mainly two. In the first place, there 


" , ras a certs ‘ arance in it of prodding the Council, and 
Ss -T , Ion’T F iET was a certain appearance in it of prodding . 
It WAR-TIME, BuT Don’t FORGET they ought to avoid that, and he believed they would be 
Tat MippLesrx HosPitat. to gain their object by avoiding any appearance of anyt! 
Ir: RESPONSIBILITIES ARE GREAT AND Must BE MET. He dil not think it was necessary to dictate to the ( 
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= — nae . 
should take steps. He had confidence that they would take steps 
as they considered advisable, and he wanted, not to force their 
, but to strengthen them. In the first place, he thought the 
ywolution put the case of the bar much too high. It spoke of ‘‘the 
qisting rules of practice.” There were no existing rules of practice. 
He knew that most solicitors—he for one—were under the impression 
that this was a very ancient custom indeed, but it was not. It was a 
eustom which had become general in comparatively recent years, and it 
gas of comparatively recent origin. Even now, though it was general, 
i was not universal. He had heard, only on the preceding day, of an 
t ant case in which the junior counsel only received a fee of one 
third of the large fee paid to his leader. hat it was the general 
astom he did not, of course, dispute. But it could not plead long 
prescription. What they ought to do was to emphasise that fact in the 
form of a resolution of the society. That would very considerably 
@rengthen the hands of the Council when they resumed their 
enversations with the Bar Council. The present custom 
semed to have originated, and become fairly general, after the 
eming into operation of the Judicature Act. It was certainly not a 
rile. In the handbook of ‘“‘ The Law, Practice and Usage in_ the 
Sdicitors’ Profession,’’ published by the society, appeared the follow 
ing:—" In the opinion of the Council no rigid rule exists that the 
amount of the fee on a junior’s brief is to bear a certain proportion 
te that marked on the leader's brief, though in practice some such 
proportion as three-fifths or two-thirds, no doubt, is generally adopted. 
The Council consider that the fee in each case should be marked by 
the solicitor on his own responsibility, and if the brief with the fee so 
marked is accepted by the counsel, he has no right to claim a higher 
feeor to refuse to appear in the case should he discover that his leader 
has received a fee to which the fee he has accepted does not bear the 
proportion stated. In expressing this opinion the Council have not 
gverlooked the case of Brown v.- Sewell (1880, 16 Ch. D. 517)."" That 
vas dated 27th March, 1889. That was, he thought, pretty con 
facing to the minds of most of them. The of the Council 
in 1889 was that no such rule existed, neither did it exist’ now. It 
waaa mere custom of recent origin. He wished to emphasise that. Of 
curse, he would not attempt to support that by details, neither would 
it be possible to give the figures of actual cases. He might say that 
be had reason to believe that the Council had had certain figures and 
facts communicated to them, and he was quite sure that research in 
dher directions would have the same result. He would mention three 
ass shewing the sort of division of fees which existed in 1878 and 
167%. In one case the leader received £11 and the junior £5 10s.—one- 
ialf. He was speaking in pounds for convenience. In a case in 1879 
the first leader received £27, the second leader £22, the junior £135— 
mehalf. Another case, to which he would call special attention, and 
which was in the same year, where the first leader received £66, the 
woond leader £55, the junior £11—one-sixth. Then they came to this 
result, that there was a general custom of very recent origin and having 
tw daim to long prescription. He could understand the They 
would very much like to transfer this recent and dubious custom to a 
fixed" rule, and he had no doubt whatever that that their main 
ject in these negotiations. But that was exactly the point at which 
the society should resist them, and he thought the meeting would best 
fortify the hands of the Council by passing a resolution in some such 
tems as he had suggested. 


opinion 


Sal 


was 


Mr. J. M. Hasurp (London) seconded the amendment. He might say 
tat he agreed with a very great deal which had fallen from Mr. 
Brinsley Harper when moving his resolution, but where he differed was 
athe point to which Mr. Brinsley Harper had continually referred as 
tthe proportion of two-thirds or three-fifths being an old rule, whereas 
te mover of the amendment had distinctly stated, and he himself 
odially agreed with him from investigations he had made, that it was 
q@ile a modern practice and by no means an old rule. He thought that 
tthe members of the society had the opportunity of investigating the 
ite books of a considerable number of solicitors in the City of London, 
who in the seventies and eighties had very large and litigious practices, 
they would find there were as many, and probably more, cases where 
the fees were less than two-thirds. A member of the junior bar had 
tut day told him that, just lately, he had had three cases where a 

r was briefed and his own fee marked on the brief was two-thirds. 

The real trouble with the bar was largely due to the excessive fees 
vhich had been demanded by the leaders during late years There 
wuld have been no trouble with regard to the proportion of the fee 
ee penton if the fees paid to leading counsel to-day were anything 
Meportionate to the fees paid in the seventies and eighties. It was 
the extraordinary increase of the fees to leaders which was causing the 
It was perfectly true, as Mr. Brinsley Harper had pointed 

“at, that enormous pressure was placed upon every solicitor to mark 
‘he fee two-thirds, and the pressure was difficult to resist, because 
te junior in the case knew the work, and the brief could not be taken 
™y from him because he demanded a large fee, and the solicitor had, 
fore, to mark it. That, in his opinion, was largely the cause of 

ee trouble. He happened to know the facts from having been largely 
the scenes, and he did not think the Council had quite dealt 
vith the matter in the businesslike way that might have been expected. 
d not think they were putting their case sufficiently as leaders 
ing with the Bar. It was eminently to the interest 

Bar to have a fixed arrangement, and _ eminently 
the interest of the profession and the public not to 
It was not a custom which the Bar Council really relied upon. 
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He believed that if the other branch of the profession 
knew that solicitors were not prepared to adopt this rule some altera 
tion would be made. 

Sir Homewoon Crawrorp (C Solicitor 
Senior Past Master, City of London Solicitors’ Company) said 
he thought that it was not quite fair that the remarks which had 
fallen from Mr. Brinsley Harper should go unanswered, because they 
amounted really to a reflection upon the Council. He wanted to bear 
his testimony, as the senior member of the City of London Solicitors’ 
Company, to the immense amount of attention and time, end the great 
courtesy shewn by the Council to the representations which had been 
made to them on behalf of that with a view to dealing with 
this very important matter. Mr. Brinsley Harper very properly looked 
upon it as an important matter, and it was an important matter, not for 
solicitors merely, not even for the bar, but its greatest importance was in 
thé interest of their clients. He wanted to point out to Mr. Brinsley 
Harper that he could not be aware of the negotiations which there had 
between the Council and the Bar Council. Sir Walter 
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of the amendment it was far preferable to put it by way of amend. 
ment than to combine the two by way of a resolution. ‘Lhe remarbs 
which had fallen from Sir Homewood Crawford had justified the 
Council, and shewn that they had given during the past t years a 
great deal of time and consideration, and much study to t subject, 
in the endeavour to come to some arrangement with the Bar Coungej), 
If, by the amendment, they could strengthen the hands of the Counei 
future conduct of their negotiations, it would be the best policy 


in the 
for the meeting to adopt. 

Mr. Brinstey Harper said he would like his resolution to read, 
‘‘ That, in the interest of the public, the Law Society take the necessary 


steps to get altered the rules of practice claimed by the Bar that 
then follcwed No. 1. He hoped the City of London Solicitors’ Com 
pany would accept that, and that it wouid receive the sup) | 
Council. 

A Member said it appeared to him that if they passed the resolution 
they would be seeking to alter something which did not exist 

Mr. W. H. Wryrersornam (Official Solicitor, a member of the 
Council) said the resolution proposed to alter something which they 
did not admit to exist. Surely it would be more convenient to say the 
rule did not exist It seemed to him that the amendment was the 
natural thing to agree to. It came to much the same thing as the 
resolution. 

Mr. Brinstey Harper said that before the amendment was put to 
the meeting he would like to point out that his resolution had bees 
approved by two former presidents of the society. Mr. Samson said, 

The Council are in complete accord with your proposal, and think it 
a matter that must be gone into, and hope to get satisfaction from the 
Bar Council.”’ Sir Walter Trower said he hoped the negotiations with 
th: Bar Council would come to a satisfactory conclusion, adding, how. 
ever, that he hoped the motion would not be withdrawn, as “ it was 
highly desirable it should be kept upon the paper.’’ They knew ex 
actly that there was a rule of practice at the Bar. It was absurd to say 
there wag not He had the rule of the Bar Council themselves in 190 
[hey said it was in accordance with the practice of the profession that 
the junior counsel should refuse to accept a brief unless he got a proper 
proportion of the leader's fee. Sir Homewood Crawford had said that 
he (Mr. Brinsley Harper) did not know what had been done by the 
Council and the Bar Council. He had the decision of the Bar Council, 
and the reply of the Council of the society. All he was anxious for 
waa that the hands of the Council should be strengthened, and that the 
Bar Council should know that the solicitors were behind the Couneil 
in the matter, and that they should not try to get out on a technical 
point as to whether there was a rule or not. The rule was claimed by 
the Bar Council, and the resolution as amended would strengthen the 
Council’s hands 

The PRESIDENT said the amendment now read as follows That, in 
the interest of the public, the Law Society take all necessary steps to 
protest against the claim of the Bar that the fees payable to jupier 
counsel must necessarily be in all cases from three-fifths to two-thirds 
of the fees payable to the leading counsel.’’ It seemed to him that the 
motion and amendment were now very close together. This would give 
1 common ground of agreement. 

Mr. Brinstey Harper moved the resolution in its amended form. 

The resolution as to clerks’ fees was deleted. 

Mr. ATKIN seconded, and it was unanimously adopted. 


SoLicrrors AND ARTICLED CLERKS WITH THE FORCES 


Mr. Epwarp A. Bett moved the following motion, in accordance with 
notice :—‘‘ That the Council consider the expediency of :—‘ () Present 
ng on behalf of the society some distinctive token to all solicitors an 
atticled clerks who shall have served with His Majesty’s Forces during 
the present war. (+) Causing a memorial tablet to be eré ted in the 
Society’s Common Room, upon which should be engraved the names 
of those solicitors and articled clerks whose names shal] appear on the 
Society’s Roll of Honour. (c) Compiling a record of solicitors am 
articled clerks who have enrolled themselves as Home Guards, Nav# 
Reservists, or Special Police Reserves.’ ’”’ He said in this question he 
regarded the legal profession asa whole. There was no question of Bar 
rister and Solicitor. It occurred to him that a few statistics might 
be useful. He found that there were 3,472 practising barristers, , 
whom 821 were serving, giving a percentage of members of the Bar ' 
.. Amongst those serving no less that 


234 serving in His Majesty’s forces. : 
nine were King’s Counsel. The number of practising s itors wa 
16.939, and at the present moment there were serving with the forces 
1.831. There were no records of the Bar students who were serving * 
‘ tor branca 


| the front, but there were records of the students in the sol ‘ 
and he found that there were 1,900 articled clerks extant, of whom - 
981 were serving with the forces, which represented a percentage of oe 
51 per cent. of the articled clerks. The percentage of solicitors “a 
with the forces was 103. He thought that was a good re rd, an Ms 
words of his were needed to recommend the resolution. He r spectfull 
suggested to the Council, with regard to paragraph (a) of his reco 
that they should present a distinctive token to all solicitors and = 
sen 


clerks who should have served at the front during the ind by Mr 


With regard to paragraph (c), he was told by the secretar) see of 
Macey. who had compiled these records, that it would b mat a 
very considerable difficulty to compile a record of the 80} itors De 
articled clerks who might be serving, for what he might Pa 
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amiongst the archives of tlie society of those members of the solicitor 
branch of the profession who were serving in some way or other as 
Home Guards, or whe were otherwise engaged in Home Defence. He 
thought he need not say much as to a Memorial Tablet. He thought that, 
knowing, as they did, that at the present moment fourteen solicitors 
had lost their lives whilst serving, nine of them at the front, there could 
not be any opposition amongst the members of the society to the motion 
that there should be a suitable memorial inscribed, as a Glorious 
Record and in Honoured Memory of those brethren who, contending 
against the foes of our country, “ foremost, fighting, fell.”’ 

The Presipent said that when the time came for celebrating what 
we hoped would be a glorious victory, the Council would take into their 
careful consideration what should be done with regard to the members 
of the profession and articled clerks serving at the front, and, at the 
game time, they would take into consideration the suggestions Mr. Bell 
had made. 


The resolution was not, therefore, submitted to the meeting. 


THANKs TO PRESIDENT. 


Mr. Forp moved a vote of thanks to the President. He said he 
sure it was a matter of extreme gratification to them that they saw 
the President taking the chair, wearing His Majesty's uniform. He was 
only very sorry that there were not more members present in that 
uniform. It was within his knowledge that at the present moment 
another partner in the President's firm, he believed the President's own 
gon, Was serving at the front. 

Mr. Bett seconded the motion. He said he might also be allowed 
to mention that the Vice-President had a son at the front. 

The Prestpent : Thank you very much. I hope that when we next 
meet we shall have made a very considerable advance to what we are 
all hoping for—namely, peace. 

Mr. Forp : Peace with honour. 


was 


The Union Society of London. 


A meeting of*the Union Society of London was held at the 
Room, King’s Bench Walk, on Wednesday, the president, Mr. Harry 
Geen, in the chair. Mr. Coram moved: ‘ That the war has put an 
end to the Women’s Suffrage Movement."” Mr. Quass opposed. There 
also spoke: Messrs. Bright, Rastourguoff, Kingham and Geen. The 
motion was lost. 
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Companies, 


London City and Midland Bank. 
FINANCIAL POSITION, 
GERMANY’s EXpEprents. 

The general meeting of the London City and Midland Bank (Limited) 
was held on the 29th ult. at Cannon-street Hotel, E.C., Sir Edward H. 
Holden, Bt., chairman of the company, presiding. 

The chairman, in moving the adoption of the report and accounts, 
discussed in much detail the methods adopted by Germany in financing 
her huge and terrible scheme for subjecting the whole world to German 
domination. They had had little idea last year, he said, that they were | 
o the threshold of a war of such gigantic proportions, though they had 
seen and noted the steady accumulation of gold in Germany. The action 
of the Dresdner Bank on 18th July last in selling its securities and in 
advising its clients to sell theirs was recognised as the first semi-official 
intimation of a probable European conflagration. 

With the declaration of war between Austria and Servia on 28th July 
Tuns on the Reichsbank for gold and on the German joint stock banks 
for gold or notes took place, and to meet the difficulties of the situation 
the | eichsbank discounted during the month of August alone about 200 
million sterling of bills. Further, to meet the situation war loan banks, 
War credit banks, and war aid banks were established all over the 
country, and use was made of the mortgage banks already established. 
The idea was to keep down the issue of Reichsbank notes as much as 
Possible, and with that aim in view notes were issued through the media 

the various war and credit banks, advances to the extent of 75 per 


| £62,400,000 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY , 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS, 
Chairman—John Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq 
James Austen-Cartmell, Esq. , L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwali Bateson, Beqg., K.C. | Archibald Herbert James, Esq, 
Felix Cassel, Esq., K.C., M.P. | Wilham Maples, Esq. 
Edmund Ubureh, Beq. Allan Ernest Messer, Esq. 
Philip G. Gollins, Baq. | The Right Hon, Lord Justice Phillimore. 
Rovert Wiliam vibdin, Esq. Charies R. Rivington, Esq. 
Sic Keneim K. Digby, @.C.B., K.0. Mark Lemon Komer, Eeq., K.C, 
Charlies Baker Dimond, sq. Toe Hon. Charies Russell, 
Sir Howard W. Eiphinstone, Bart. 
Richard L. Harrison, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED - - £5,000,000. 
All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Reversions ani Life Interests Purchased 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 
W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary, 


W.C. 


H. P. Bowlmg Trevanion, Esq, 





It was conceivable that enormous losses would then occur to those who 
the and other Almost 
had had to adopt measures to increase its currency Ww 


nad become indebted to banks societies 


every 


wat 
country 
meet the extraordinary demanas which had arisen lor money bye yew 
ing the various methods adopted, the chairman said that so tar as they 
concerned the Bank o1 
id were deposited. 


were Knyland could not increase its note lasue 
iiess y 

Let them compare that with the position of every other country, and 
ask themselves the question if the Act of 1844 should not be amended. 
oankers had tor years seen the weakness, and considerable time 
oefore the crisis a committee had been sitting to try and decide on some 
satisfactory scheme, and had suggested that the Act should be amended 
io the effect 


placed by the banks in the issue department a corresponding amount oi 


that if one-third ot gold and two-thirds of securities were 


notes might be 
tngland, and when the 
of issullg Treasury notes 

Dealing with the exciting period of early August, the chairman 
ssserted that those who had saved the situation were the customers of 
he banks and the Press of the country. A debt of gratitude was owing 
y the bankers to the Press, which had so loyally and intelligently 
idvised the people to continue their their banking 
institutions. 

Dealing with the affairs of the bank, the chairman said their deposits 
imounted to about £126,000,000 and their hand to about 
£33 ,000,000 


1 heir acct plane es 


issued Strong opposition was shown by the Bank of 


crisis arose it was decided to adk pt the measure 


confidence in 


cash in 


smounted to £7,211,000, and although difficulties 
had been experienced in sending forward remittances, they had not sus 
tained the loss of a single penny in respect to them Call and short 
notice money and Stock Exchange loans were £9,865,000, and notwith 
standing the arrangement for deferring repayment of Stock Exchange 
borrowings, those loans were being rapidly paid off. Their bills of 
exchange had reached a total ot £14.086,000, and ample pro ion for 
hem had been made out of profits, while he did not believe there was 
a doubtful account not amply provided for in their advances of 
The net profits for*the year were £1,106,808, and the 
dividend, at the rate of 18 per cent 
Mr. W. G. Bradshaw 
unanimously. 


. was the same as last year 


seconded the motion, which was carried 





Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


INTERMEDIATE 
Candidates 
were successful at the Intermediate 


EXAMINATION. 


names are in alphabetical order) 
Examination held on the 15th and 


nie + a 
The following whore 





tent. of Government securities and of 45 per cent. of other securities and 
produce pledged therewith being made. 
: hose advances were made in war bank notes, which were legal tender 
Similar notes were issued by the mortgage banks on mortgage of pro 
perties ; but Germany, knowing that the eyes of the world would be 
xed on her gold position, carefully maintained a difference between 
the Reichsbank note issued on the basis of gold and bills of »xchange 
and those other notes which had no relation whatever to gold. By the 
@d of August the total discount and loans of the Reichsbank had 
‘mounted to about 243 million sterling, and the total notes issued to 
but 212 million sterling, and the pressure on the bank had to be | 
relieved by the War Loan, which was subscribed largely by people | 
ging their securities and properties and taking up the loan with the 


Proceeds. 





Test or ‘ Fryanctat Moprtisation.”’ 
The time to test the soundness of the “financial mobilisation "’ was 


when all the securities which had been pledged came to be redeemed. | 


Tue Foitowrne ( 


14th of January, 1915. 
A Candidate is n 
the same time. 


it obliged to take both parts of the Examination at 


Passep 
Hastings 
Heyworth, 

B.A. Oxen 

McCready, Thomas Robert. 

Oppenhe im, Per y Guy 
Powell, James 
Smith, Ronald Dudley. 


Best, Herbert 
Bourne, Cecil W 
Browne, Charl Hows 
Coustas, Alexander 
B.A. London. 
Davies, Arthur Russel!, 
Elkin, Richard Symons, 


Hadgkiss, William. 


Raymond William, 


am Thomas Francie, 


Pante 


B.A. Oxon 


ANDIDATE HAS Passep Tue Lecat Portion Onty :— 


Tuff, Frank Noel. 


No. of Candidates Jl, Passed ... iio De 
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lure Fottowine CanpipatTe®s HAVE Passep tHe Trust AccouNTS AND | 
Book KEFrING Portion Onny 

are Osborne Llewe yn, John Harold. 

McDonne l, Walter Edward James, 

McNaught, Douglas Ramsay 


batk Fr 
Bevan, David William 
Chaloner, Arthur Ernest Gregory 


According to the German Juristen Zeitung, says a Reuter telegram 
from Amsterdam, dated 1st February, the casualty liste published til) 
25th January contain the names of 1,279 lawyers who have been killed 
on the battlefield. They include five professors, 275 Government and 
muni ipal offic ials, 220 solicitors, and 354 judges. 


The Court at The Hague has pronounced judgment against the solj 


Chislett, William Arthur 2 Mason, Ernest kdwin 
Cook, Frank Oldham. Newton, Frank Leslie tor C. P. van Rossum, who was accused of having endangered the 
Fairbairn, Ernest Halford Nias, Harold Raymond, M.A.Oxon. neutrality of the Netherlands and of having insulted the Kaiser by 
Freedman, Herbert Rowe, Cecil Denton publishing a pamphlet. Rossum was acquitted on the first charge, but 
Garner, William Thomas Seller, Herbert Evans vas sentenced to 300 florins fine or sixty days’ imprisonment on the 
(iuest, William Arthu Stewart, Vernon Forster. second. 
pean ‘Wil — ee LL.B. Lives Me ane Witee ik bie chester Mr. John Gilbert Hay Halkett, the newly appointed metropolitan 
pool. pees W Sate Williar Art] y ; police magistrate, took his seat for the first time at Greenwich Police 
upiley are ieee Richard m Artn Court on 28th January, in the place of Mr. Arthur Hutton, who has 
» ank « aa Wing, svichard. retired on account of ill-health. His worship was welcomed by Mr. 


No. of Candidat« 41 Passed 38 
By order of the Coun 

Ek. R. Cook, S« 

Ww.c 


retary 


Law Society’s Hal), Chancery-lane, Londor 
29th of January, 1915 


FINAL EXAMINATION 


The following Candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order 
were successful at the Final Examination held on 1lth and 12th of 
January. 1915 
Ashton, Albert Lee La v. Edgar Raymond, 

Karker, James Lazarus, Bernard Arthur Montague, 


Lewis, William Lester. 
iddle, Perey Henry. 
1, William Reginald 


OY 
yne, Joseph Percy 
) 


jloomer, Hugh Suds 
Briggs, Albert. Ll, 
Brignall, William Charlee Edgar L 
troady, Harold Ll 
Burrows, John L 


nskey, Edward, LL.M. Liver 


Cleave, Stanley William “pool , 

Cooper, Albert Gordon Macbeth, John James, 

Cosgrove, Norman Reseigh Mainprize George Tom 

Dutton, Harold B.A LL.B. Mason, John Mellard 
Cantab. Merrett, Edward Lewis. 

Kdwards, Cy Ernest LL.B. Paine, Leonard Alfred Grev 
London Pollard, Edwin, 


Ainsley, M.A. Oxor Pra tasil Henry. 


Enoch, Henry 
Rushton, Wilfred Oates, B.A Oxon 


Farrant, Sidney Gi rge 
Forshaw, Joh: Selman, Arthur Philip 
Forster, William Oxley Sidebotham, Joseph, B.A. Oxon 
Foy, William Archibald Swale, Thomas. 
Gill, Sanderson Henry Brigg Thomas, Frederick Dunbar 
Ciosney Leslie Lawrence Walker, ( harles. 
Gray, Percy Riley Wails, Herbert 
Har combe Ri hard Noe! W ley, re ene Johr 
Harrison, Charles John Williams, Alun. 
Hughes, Edward Woolland, John 
Jaques, William Huskisson V yvyan. Yarwood, John Llewelyr 
No. of Candidate 73 Passed . 49 
By order of the Council, 
FE. R. Cook. Secretary 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C 


29th of January, 1915 


Law Students’ Society. 


University or Lonpon Inrer-Cotteciare Law Strupents’ Soctery 
At a meeting held on Tuesday, 2nd February, 1915, at University 
College (Mr R I Levy. president, in the chair the subject f« 
debate was That this house favours the ad ption of the principl 
of nationality after the war.’’ Mr. T. Francoudi opened in the affirma 


it f The following member 
Duke. R. H. Gregorowsk 


replied, and on the motio 


tive, and My \. Carreras in the neg: 
also spoke Messrs. C. F. Inniss, FE. M 
ind W. H. Easty The leaders 





H. P. Wells 
being put to the meeting it was carried by 2 votes 
Legal News. 
Appointments. 

Mr. G. } Hourer, K.C MP and Mr \. H. Bonktn have bee 
elected Benchers of the Inner Temple 

Mr. F. Brinstry-Harrer, J.P., has been appointed a Commissioner 
for the Province of Saskatchewan. Ca da 

General. 
Ihe Senior Official Re er and Special Manager announce that the 


vhole of the assets of the Birkbeck Permanent Benefit Building Society | 


have now been dealt with, and that a final dividend of 9}d.in the pound 


will be paid on and after Wednesday, 7th April, 1915, making a total 
distribution of 16s. 94d. in the pound. The necessary notices for the | 

llection of the dividend will be issued to members and customers of 
the society immediately before 7th April, 1915 





Scard, on behalf of the local solicitors. The new magistrate had a 
comparatively light list, and disposed of the cases very quickly 


At the London Sessions on Wednesday, says the Jimez, John 
Richardson, thirty-four, described as an engineer, pleaded ‘‘ Guilty” 
to extensive thefts of luggage, and was sentenced to four years’ penal 
servitude. Counsel stated that the prisoner made a practice of taking 
rooms at hotels near London railway termini. Between September and 
January he was responsible for the theft of £400 worth of luggage at 
Euston, and very little of it had been recovered. He appeared to have 
a grievance against the law, or a fondness for robbing its representa 
tives. On one occasion he stole a bag belonging to a barrister ; later 
he robbed Mr. H. M. Vaughan, a justice of the peace, and then stole 
from King’s Cross Station Judge Atherley-Jenes’s suit case, contain 
ing, among other things, his wig and gown. Several judgments were in 
the pocket of the judge’s overcoat when it was recovered from a pawn 
broker's 





Tuer London County and Westminster Bank (Limited) announce that 
Mr. F. W. Blackwell, the manager of their Lombard-street office, will 
after nearly forty-six years’ service, retire on pension at the end of 
this month, and that the directors have appointed Mr. D. N_ Youle 


it present assistant manager, to succeed him in the management 





Herainc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices : 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
‘Oxford ”’ Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homes’’ and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
sole inventors and manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
The ‘‘Oxford ” is only genuine when connected with the 


fApvT.1 


expensive 
name of WitttaAm Baker & Co 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice 


Mr. Justice 


Date. OTA. No. 1 Jovor W ARRINGTON 
Monday Feb. 8 Mr. Greswell Mr. Synge Mr. Borrer Mr. Leach 
Tuesday . 9 Bloxam Church Leach Goldschmidt 
Wednesday .. 10 Jol'y Farmer Greswell Church 
Thursday .... ll Borrer Bloxam Jolly Greswell 
Friday cooe BS Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Jolly 
jatorday .... 18 Leach Jolly Synge Borrer 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

“ NEVILLE. Eve. SARGANT. ASTBURY. 
Monday Feb. 8 Mr. Farmer Mr. Jolly Mr. Bloxam Mr. Church 
Tuesday .... 9 Synge Greswell Jolly Farmer 
Wednesday .. 10 Bloxam Borrer Synge Goldschmidt 
Thursday .... 1! Goldschmidt Synge Farmer Leach 
Friday ...... 12 Leach Farmer Church horrer 
Saturday .... 18 Charch Bloxam Goldschmidt Greswell 


The Property Mart. 
Forthcoming Auction Sale. 
February 18.—Messrs. Stimson & SONS, at the Mart, at 2: 
Ground Rents (see advertisement, back page this week). 
Result of Sale. 
Reversions, &c. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & CRANFIELD held their usual Fortnightly Periodica! Sale of 
these interests at the Mart, Tokenhcuse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 


Freehold and Lease hold 


| following lots were sold, at the prices mentioned 


ABSOLUTE REVERSION :— 
To about £462 oe ce , ‘ oe ‘ 
To shares of three trust funds : : ‘ gs 
To about £160 .. oe ; , se el -_ ti 


Sold £130 
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LAW FIRE 





— 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 


No. 114, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 


Fire. Personal Accident and Disease. Burglary. Fidelity Guarantee. Property Owners’ Indemnity. 
Workmen's Compensation, including Domestic Servants. Third Party. Motor Car. Plate Glass. 


BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw attention to the fact that the Fidelity Guarantee Bonds of this 
a tne Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


DIRECTORS— 
CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Eeq., J.P., CHAIRMAN (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Barker & Co., Lincoln's Inn) 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P., Vick-CHAIRMAN (Williams & James, Norfolk House, Thames Embankment). 
GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Rerney), Lincoln's Inn Fields. FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 
BH, D. BEW . (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. DILLON R. L. LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co.), Temple Gardens. 
LC. CHOLMELEY, . (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset 5 reet. 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. DONALD PEAKE, Esq. (Peake, Bird, Collins, & Co.), Bedford Row. 
HARRY M. CROOKENDEN, Esq. (Francis & Crookenden), Lincoln's Inn. JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Esq. (Morrell, Peel & Gamien), Oxford 
¥. BE. FAREBROTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross THOMAS RAWLE, Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Kow. 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fiekis. J. BE. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heiton & Co.), Lincoln's Inn 
BR 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen's Anne's Cate, GEORGE L. STEWART, Esq (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields 
Westminster. The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Stree 
¢, W. GRAHAM, Faq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), L'ncoin's Inn. | R. W. TWEEDIE, Eaq. (A. F. & R. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields 
W.A.T. HALLOW allowes & Carter), Bedfori Row. W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Eeq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
EDWIN HART, Eeq. (Budd, Brodie & Hart), Bedford Row. | Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.0.(A.& H White), Great Marlborough Street. 
EB CARLETON-HOLMES, Esq, (formerly of Carleton-Ho!mes, Fell & Wade), Bedford HERBERT NEVILL WALFORD, Eeq. (Walfords), Bolton Street, Piccadilly 
Row ' E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profersion, INVITES 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT 1S ABLE TO OFFER SPECIAL PACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 
business on the most favourable terms. It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. Prospectuses and Proposal 
Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uifice, The business of the Society is contined to the United Kingdom, ani the security 
ofiered to the Policy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies 








London Gazette TUESDAY, Feb. 2 


Winding-up Notices. Fatcholme (Soathees tssociated Garden Hstxtes, 11 


oe Commercial Journals Journals and Publications, Ltd 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. Central Art Gallery, Lt Marsden & Fon, Ltd 


Lrurrep rm Osanworrr Scott, Haig & Co, Ltd Ludgate, Ryder, & Thomas, Ltd 
London Gazette.—Fripay,. Jas 29 West Pri: (1914) Ltd William Monts, & Son, Ltd 


BRITISH AND CONTINENTAL STEAMSHIP Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Bi#key & Marians, Ltd meqnam © Cee, 66 
Feb 27, to send their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts — —— 
or claims, to Herb rt A. Maw, 4, Harrington st, Liverpool, liquidator. —s Tee ae ee eee 

Corres GINNING SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required on or before Feb. 25, to send 


their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Geo. 5 di ’ N ‘ 
Pitt, 7, Gt. Winchester St, liquidat “4, Cre itors otices. 

Day ef SCREENS,, LTD.—Creditors are required, forthwith to send their names ° 
ani addresses, and the particulars of their dcbts or claims, to Mr. Percy Weiller y | 
Straus, 7, Gt Warchester at liquidator. Under 22 & 23 Vict. Cap. 35: 

Gravity CLock Co Lrp (IN VoOLANTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or Last DA¥ ov CLar™. 
before Feb 20, to send their names and ad¢resses, and tli particulars of their debts London Gazette. —¥RIDAY, Jan. 20 
or claims, to F. J. Sheen, Caxton House, Westminster, liquidator. 

Jony Bacon, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 27, to send their names 
and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert A. Maw, 
4, Harrington st, Liverpool, lieuidator 

PF. H. Powetn & Co, LtD.—Creditors are require!. on or before Feb 27 to sen’ their 
names and addresses, with paticulars of their debts or claims, t» Herbert 
_A. Maw, 4, Harrington st, Liverpool, liqui ‘ator 

N RTHAMPTON CORN EXCHANGE ' 0, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
15, to send their names and adresses and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Frederick Samuel Jeffery, 1, Guildhall rd, Northampton, liquidator 

*HEPFIELD TWIST DRILL Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 13, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Coarles Turner, F.C.A., 155, Norfolk st, Sheffield, liquidator. 

Wu. SuitH & Sons (Co. TRACTORS), Lrp.—Creditors are requirad, on or before 
Mar 1, to send their names-and addresses, and the pirticulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Peet, Bank Puildings, 1, Hich st,Croyon, | quidator. 

Watcnru. STEAMSHIP Co, LID.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 27, to send 
Weir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert 
A. Maw, 4, Harrington st, Liverpool, liquidator. 


ALDERSON, RIDLEY, Harrogate Mar31 Bird & Sons, Newcastle upon Tyne 
BAGLEY, JAMES, Beaconsfield, Bucks Mar 1 Pitfleld, Pe worth, Sussex 
BARKER, RICHARD VINCENT, late aCaptain in W.M. R giment of Royal Welsh Fusiliers 
Marl Birch & Co, Friars, Chester 
SESLEY, BARTON Hops, Honiton, Devon Mar Holt & Co, Southampton st, Blooms 
bary sq - 
t00TH, MARY ANNE, Stockport Feb 23 Aston &Co, Minchester 
BouLTES, LILIAN ANS, Tunbridge Wells Feb 27 Vediak & Co, Serjeants’ inn 
Temple 
BOULTON, FRED, Isham, Northampton, Draper's Buyer Mar 1 Walker & Co, Spilsby 
BRANDON, HUBERT DE KATHE, East Sheen, Surcey, Laundry Proprietor Feb2s Inder 
maur & Brown, Chancery In 
BrasstneTon, Lucy HELEN, Wolverhampton Feb 24 Hall, Wulverhampton 
Barstow, JANE, Machell rd, Nunhead, forthwith to the Public Trastes, 8 and 4, Clement's 
inn, Strand 
Brows, GRORGE, Patricroft, nr Wanchester Marl Bow Jen, M wnchester 
BROWN, THOMAS SWAFFIELD, Sheffleld, Artist Feb 20 Ferne!l & Son, Sheffield 
BROWNE, HARRIETT Lovisa, Worthing Mar! Oldman & Co, Harcourt bidgs Tempk 
CEeoIL, HENRY, Bournemouth Marl Westcott & Sos, Strand 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES CLATWORTH WILLIAM, Formosa st, Pad \ington Mar ¢ ‘simpson & Co, Grace 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY __ church st - , . 
London Gasette.—TUR:DAY, Feb. 2 Coe — A ym - Ly le se gsT, Carys‘ort rd, Clissold Park Mar 10 
. . op ire t Thor postle 
PAAMERs UNton Dinecr SUPPLY, LtTp.—Creditors are required on or before Mar ; /MPTON. THORNHILL, RICHARD ANTHONY juckingham Mar | Peters & Ellis, Gatid 
, to send their names and‘ addresses, and the particulars of their debts ot hill chmbrs 
, nine, to James Edward Costello, 90, Canon st, liquidator. — CORNOCK, WILLIAM, Aust, Gloucester Farmer Feb 27 Crossman & Co, Thornbury 
IVERPOOL HYDRAULIC PACKING Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required,on or before Marl, CaaMeNt. MARY ihorner, Yorks Feb 13 Hewson & Co, Leeds 
torend their names and addresses, with particulars of tn ir debts or claims, to J. 8. | Crocker, WILLIAM WALTER, Camberwell gr, Camberwell, Merchant Mar 1 Haines 
Meikle, Leeds st, Liverpool, liquidator 4erjeants inn ‘ cies 
wire & Kine, Lrp. (In VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required. on or 1 UGHTY, ROGER, Manchester Feb 28 Challinor, Manchester 
an See & to cmd be their names and addresses, and the particulars of their powsina, ExizanetH Jaye, Upham Park rd, Chiswick Mari Millar & Sons, St, 
aims, to Robert Rhodes, 18, Low Pavement, Nottingham, liquidator. Thomas’ st, Lonbon Bridge 
R " a gre he Ferousson, Frernous, Johannesburg, South Africa Mar iz Ramsden & Co, Grace- 
”" a til, church st 
€S0: utions for Winding up Voluntaril v Forp, WILLIAM, Nottingham Mari Ford, Nottingham 
London Gazetle.—¥RIDAY, Jan 29. FRASER, Hon Simon, Bank chmbrs, Baker st Feb 28 Watkins & C», Sackville st, 
Cheltenham Piatiug Co, Ltd. rhe New Coorado Gold Mising Co, Ltd. Pi :cadilly 
oe Night Screens, Ltd. Papua Trading and Planting Syndicate, Ltd. | GILL GRORGE TOPHAM STRANGWAYS, Lanca‘ter rd, Hampstead, Music Publisher Mar 1 
The e fect Play Houses, Ltd, The Maikop Alliance Syndicate, Ltd. Burgess & Co, New sq, Liacoln's inn 
Cit Per. td Q.T. Syndicate, Ltd. HARJEK, RaMCHANDRA, Bombay,India Feb27 Maddison & Co, 0'd Jewry 
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HAYDEN, GronGsk, Southsea Mar 1 
HovuLiswortH, Marky, Southport 
JAMES, ANNE, Culverden rd, Balham 
Jonns, ELLES, Liverpool Mar 15 
Jones, SUSANNAH, Friern Barnet, Herts 
KERR, WILLIAM, Palham Highrd Fel 28 
LAINE, ROBERT, Melksham, Wilts Mar? 
LANYONS, SypNRY, Lioyd’s av, Fenchurch st 
MARKHAM, RONALD ANTHONY, Curzon st, 
gdns 
MAWER, HEDLEY, Spilsby, Linco!n, Butcher 


Feb 27 
Mar 1 


Mar i2 
Myers, WILLIAM, Bradford Mar 15 
OXLEY, Grornes, Burnham Westgate, Norfolk 
OXLEY ,"JANE, Burnham Westgate, Norfolk 


RAMSBOTHAM, CYRIL, Dorking, Surrey 
Rowson, ALEXANDER, Berwick upon 
weed 
NEIL ANDERSON 
Southport 
SMITH, WILLIAM, Farsley, nr Lee ls, 
SMITH, WILLIAM DOOLAN, Hove, 8 
STEVENTON, Mania, Wellington 
TEMPLEMAN, Maj-ien ALFRED, 
Bideford 
PHOMPSON, JOSEPH 
rHonr, MARTHA MARIA 
rosin, Freprat Charlcote 
Lincoln's inna 
PRYTHALL, MARY JANE, Ba 
TURLE, CHARLES Puttir, W 
Co, Wimborne 
URWwick, WILLIAM, HENRY, Stowey 
Savile row 
VINALL, SARAH, Dover 
WHITWORTH, WILLIAM, 
ham 
WILLIAMSON, 
Skipton 
Woop, ELIZapera ANN, Bla 


Tweed 


Ross, Southport, Cafe 
Engine 
igsex 
Salop 


Mar 
Feb 2 


James’ Feb 
Minchester Feb 2s 
Vicarage, 


Ryder at. St 


kton rd, Brixton 
mborve, Dor.et 


House, 


Lewis & Pa 
Warwick, 


Mar 13 
W isha ¥, 
WILLIAM, Stirton, 


kpool $Mar 1 W 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Feb 


ARTHUR, SUSANNA, Lowestoft Feb 20 


BAKER, HENKY Ge Eastbo 
noster row 
BARKVAM, SUSAN 
HKAUMONT, 
Uo, Temple gdna 
HosTock, FRAycts CHARLES, K 
Tippetts, Maiden |! 
BRADSHAW, FRANK Sk) MOUR, late 
Holloway & Co, Lincoln's Inn fields 
BRICKA, HELENE, Kedcliffe eq, West Brompton 
Kensington 
BURGESs, GEORGE 
BURTON, WILLIAM 
Hants 
CLARKE, ARTHUR THOMAS 
COLF, CATHERINE, Oxford Feb? Crossmar 
COLE, CHak.ies Livesey, Oxford Feb27 Cros 
DAVISON, JOHN, Micklegate, York, Innkeeper 
DEWRY, ELIZABETH, Sale, Chester Mari Lea 
DUNN, ALICE, Frome Feb 16 DeG 
Epney, EMMA, Bristol 


nak INNGS rne, 


Kenton rd, South Hackney 


sington ma 


Fr Mer 


Cheshire 


Sway 


ds! am 
HENRY 


Walton on Thames 


Somerset 


Feb 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan 
FIRST MEETINGS 


Textile 
Manchester 


BARDSLEY, ERNEST, Manchester 
Wat3s0 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Bern, EDWARD ALFRED 
Feb2ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Cerey st 


CAPLAN, JoserH, Paul's Bakehouse ct, Godliman st 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


Manufacturer Feb 1 at 12 
st 

CHARNOCK, Gonos, Halifax, Contractor Feb 
County Court House, Prescott st, Hali/ax 

CORCORAN, ROBERT MICHARL, Merthyr Tydfil 
Dealer Feb 2 at 12 Off Rec, County ‘ 
Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 


Biscoe-Smith & Blagg, Portemcuth 
7 Wilmot & Regd 
James, Clement's inn 
T bbite, Live rpoc 
Feb 27 
Tatton & Uo, Kensingt« 
Wanebrovughs & Co, Bristo 
Feb 27 
Maylair 
Feb 
MULHOLLAND, Hon ANDREW EDWARD SuMERSET, 
tischotf & Co, Great Winchester st J 
Rawnsley & 


Feb 
PARKER, CHARLES JOHN BULLIVANT, Grantham 
Mar 12 

Feb 27 
Pr 


D-iv 


Budleigh Saitertor 


Warw 


Newspaper Keporter 


Farmer 
nr Skipton 


rile tlack poo RK 


Tippet 
AUFHOLZ, AUGUST, Highthury New pk, Merchant 
Hosier 


Mar ¢ 
Madame ST: LLA FERNANDE DE, Se 


a Captan(w 


ant r n 
Hants Fe 


ea, I 
man & Co 
Mar 


Danger & Cartwright, Bristol 


Merchant 


Lurie rd, Tollington Park, |! 


l 


Evass, WILLIAM, Liandedno Mari 
Hodge, Southport FRAMPTON, ALFRED JAMES, Southampton 
| HAMMOND, PHINEAS, Lordship rd, Stoke N: 
Iborn Maiden In 

n High st HARROWER, THOMAS GorDoN, Liverpoo), Silk 

Sons, Liverpool 

HAvTON, MARY ANS, Southsea, Hants Mari 
HAYNES, BARBARA, Bristol Feb 26 
HILL, CHARLES ALEXANDER, Liverpool 


Farmans, High I 


Perks, 
Mar 


New Broad s 

10 Burch & Co, Spring 
26 Walker & Co, Spilsby 
Captain in H. M. Iri Bedale 

NES, MARGARET 
JORDAN, ANNE 


late sh Guards 
Abergwili, Carmarthen 
Bradiord Withernsea, Yi rks Feb 27 
Loynes & Son, Wells, Norfolk JUDGE 
yynes & Son, Wells, Norfolk we 
Peake & Uo, Sleaford LAWSON, 
Bowen, New Broad st 
Sanderson & Co, Berwick 


Peacock 
Febf20 
» J 
Feb 2 


Simpson & 


1 & Co, Liverpool 
JoHN THoMma«s, Scarborough Mar 23 


Sun, Accrington 
MORAN, MARY, Poland st 
Grays inn 
Ixaac, Teddington, 
Buckingham gate 
OGDEN, CHARLES RicHarp, Charing, Kent 

Grays ion 
ULDENBOURG, SOPHIA ¢ 

Abbot, Devon 
Thavies inn PARNELL, THOMAS 
M inches PEARK®S 
Burgess < e 4, H 
PETHICK 


vat 


Oxford st 


yprietor Mar 2 
i oss 
r Feb Bulme 
Mars & Colbourue 
Nowiill, Wellington 
Devon Mar 1 AROLINA, Piymouth 
List -r 
Heath A 
Mar 1 


Scarborough Estate Agent 
sons 
use, Tramp st 

WILLIAM ART 


ur, Parton, Wilts 


Miri J mont s 
Fe bet Pot 
PRETTY, 


umes, Cl 
I 

JEORGE BR 
Broad st 

PRIESTLAND, Rev 


spham ( Mar 


Dmeo 
EDWARD, Spondon, Derby 
KEDHEAD, MARY, Kendal, Westmorland 

RICHARDS, CHARLES EDWARD, Harrogate 
Ross, HELEN Dick, Tanbridge Wells Feb 26 
ROBERTS, CHARLES, Rowlant rd, Balham 

Strand 

/BERTS, EMMA, Leeds 

ROWELL, HARRIET, Leeds 
RY DING, CHARLES 


LD r 
Mar 6 Pinsent & 


Farmer Mar 
Mar 8 
Mar 6 
Standish, Lancs 


Piercy, Leeds 

Peckover & 

, Feb 17 

Maiden In 

Feb rippetts, Mai 
Mar 10 Wells 


, tow & Co, Bedford row 
el 
& Sons, Pater 
Executrix 
SOWRAY, GEORGE, 
SPRIGENS, 


Stock & Slater, Walb 


uth grove Highgate 


In 
STURGIS, RODERT 
Maiden In 


Owes, Richmond, Paper 


gium) Mar 3 


Co, Southampton 
faYLor, Joseru, Oldham 
rULLy, 

upon Tyne 
Vireo, WILLIAM 
artlett's bi lg Guildford 


South 


ter rd “ 
Mar 15 
Vanchester 


ppenstall & Clark, Lymingt 


JAMES, Shimley Green 
Mar8 Letts Bros, I 
vorn bury 

Th rnoury, trios Shepton 
rurner, York WALLACE, 
Manchester t 
x, Weymouth Reve 
WHERRY, El 


(los 


Mallet 
K EN NBT, 


ZABETH, Valham Parkrd Mar 1 


orecambe, 

Winckley st, Preston 
hamberland st, Regent's 
Feb Lat 1 Bankruptcy 


Grocer 
at 11,30 

Le VAY Bros, 
Febiat 11 

Lowry, JoHN M: 
Maidstone 


Park, 
bligs, 


DE CONLAY 


WALTER, Southport, Secr.tary Feb 2 at 1 
Bankrupt y bidgs, Carey st 

FRANKLAND, JosErPH Henry, W y 
Jan at il Of Rec, Court 
Middlesbrough F 

GOLDSMITH, ELIZABETH ANNIE. Reworth, Vorks 
at 3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, Y 

HARKER, JOHN HENRY, Oliham, Painter Feb 2 at 
Off Rec, Greaves st, Ol Iham 

Hopson, ROBERT, Northampton, Dealer 
Jan 30 at12 Off Rec, The Parade 

Horwitz, RAY, Panton st Feb 2at 
bldgs, Carey at 


Jan 
Dra 


; er 
Albert 


iilder rd, 


imbrs, 


Mantk Feb 1 
re 
11.30 


ll 


Feb 3 at 12 

at 11.1 
Feb 3 at 1 

SOUTHERN, 
founder 
Bolton 


in Antiques 
Northampton 
11.50 Bankruptcy 


Hard ware 
urt, Tow: 


Feb 2 

Thompson & (0, Hi 
MATTHEW EBENEZER, New Brighton, C 
Lupton, HENRY EDWARD, Accrington, Iron and Brass Founder 
Mar 1 
Middix, Licensed Victualler 


Mar 1 


Mar 6 


LTER, CHARLES KE&LSON, Langport, Somerset 
4G0¢, Thorniaw rd, West Norwood 


Feb 13 
Feb 15 
Mar 15 


SAWYER, CHA®LES, New Oxford st, Photographic Manufacturer 


SHALLCROSS, AGNES, Llandulas, Denbigh Mar | 
SHERLOCK, FREDERICK, Craven st, Charing Cross 


Bishop Thornton, Yorks, Farmer 
HORACK Pexcy, Bedford pl, Russell sq, Mariner 


SWAYNE, WILLIAM Henry, West Marland:, Southampton, Solicitor 


ANDREW PLUMMER, Evistones, nr Rochester 
nr Guildford, Narseryman 
WAINWRIGHT, JOHN CHARLES RAWLINSON, Maida Vale, Quarry Owner 


JAMES, Warkworth, Northumberland 
' Albany, Cape of Good Hope Feb 


/PFAT, Maidstone 


Chamberlain & Jobnsor, Llandudno 
Mar 10 Swayne & Co, Southamyton 
HALES, HENRY, Kenley, Coukdon, Surrey Mari15 Whitfcrd & Thorp, Budg: 


low 


lippetts, 


Norris & 


wingion, Merctant Feb 16 


and Shipping Agent Mar 2 


Har lins & Co, Surbiton 


Tippetts, Maiden In 
Mar 8 
HiupsoN, THomAS, Leeming, nr Bedale, Yorks, 


Sampson & Co, Liverpool 


Joiner Mar17 ED& BW Swarbreck 


Picton & Co, Swansea 


vechire, Fruit Merchant Mar 1) (Grad. 


Turner, York 
20~=«séBrit 


Mar iffe & 


Ingpen & Armitage, Raymond bidgs, 


Feb 23 Knapp-Fisher & Sous 


Harrison & Raymond bidgs, 


Co, 


Mar 3 Webster & Watson, Newton 


Mar 24 Cook & Co, Scarborough 


fom WILLIAM, Nevern pl, Earl's Court Mar 8 Wild & Collins, St Lawrence 


Maxwell & Dampney, Bishops 


Feb 28 Watts & Co, Yeovi 

Feb 27 Burr & Berridge, Old 

Simpson & Co, Derby 

Taylor & Son, Barrow in Furness 
Wade & Co, Bradford 

Buss & Levett, Tunbridge Wells 


Mar 1 Crosse & So.8, Lancaster pl 


Co, Leets 


Price & Jackson, Wigan 


Marii Cllyer-Bris- 
Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Marl Marian Hayward Sherlock, 


Hutchinson, Ripon 


Mar 2% I 
Feb 26 Tippetts, Made 


Stock Merchant Feb 2 Tippetts, 


Mar 10 Swayneé 


Ashero’t & Co, Oldham 


Mar 15 Brown & Son, Newcastle 


Mar 1 Maad 
Mar Nalder, 


Alnwick 
18 Thoerol 


Mar ®7 Douglas, 


i & & 


Moore, Derby 


JELLIFF, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Seymour st, Clerk Feb! 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Church In, Whitechapel, Boot Factor 
sankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Feblatil 9, King# 


McKEowN, JoHN, ind ANDREW McXEOWN, Burnley, Pro 
vision Merchants inek 
ley at, Preston 

MICHARL, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Camberwell rd 

Bankraptey bidgs, Carey st 

Puiiiips, J & BE Tudor gr, Hackney, Shoe Manufactures 


Jan 30 at 11.15 Off nec, 13, Winek 


Feb 2 at 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ROBERTS, FREDERICK JOSEPH, Finchley rd, Antique Dealer 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FREDERICK, 
Jan 


pr Bolton, Ir 


Farnworth, 
19, Exchange *, 


39 Off Ree, 


a ll 


lt 




















HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MOORGATE! 


FUND, LIMITED, 


SrRewET, LOWDOWN, 
ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporatios 
Suitable Clauses for insertion im Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be seat # 


epplicatioa. 


The Corporation also 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 


BURCLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 
APPhY FOR PROSPECTUS. 





16 Grad- 


ugh 


iffe & 
nd bidga, 
r & Som 
nd bidgs, 


Newton 


Lawrence 


Bishops 
idge, Old 
rness 


aster pl 


lyer-Brs- 
Sherlock, 


pon 
s, Maden 
lippetts, 
sw nyneé 


Newcastle 
1 Maud 


Nalder, 


), King # 


irnley, Pro 
13, Winek- 


i Feb2at 
nufactares 
ique Dealer 


iton, Irom 
xchange #, 


——! 
——ee 
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Sacns ABRAHAM, Salford, Licensed Broker Jan 29 at 3 
Of Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 

Srocxey, ALFRED, Fatham rd, Carriag? Builder Fel 3 
at1i.% Bankruptcy biigs, Carey st 

Oraes, TaoMAS JAMES, ‘ rofton, Yorks, Clothier 
atill Off Rec, 21, King st. Wakefie!d 

Taornses, HARRY. Dewsbary, Yorks, 8 licitor's Clerk Feb 
Jat 11 Off Rec, Bank cimbrs, Corpor:tion st, Dews- 


Janez 


WILLIAMS, and Esrnezer Taomas 


bury 
Woovrsa, Epwarp 
Feb 2 at 


Jaues Wooptne, Wolverhamnton, Gro ers 
12 Of Rec, 30, Lich field st, Wolverhampton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Baweer, JosernH, Coventry, Mechanic 
Jan 2 Ord Jan 20 

Barge, EDWARD ALPaen, Tarle rd, Tollington Park, Builder 
Rich Coart Pet Jin 20 Ord Jan 20 

Cape, Josep Frawcis Parsons, Belgrave st, Stepney, 
Boot Dealer High Court Pet Dec 11 Ord Jan 18 

CmaRvock, Groros, Halifax, Contractors Halifax Pet 
Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

ComzN, WALTER JAMES, Mare st, Hackney, Boot Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Dec17 rd Jan 20 

ConconaN, RopeRtT MICHARL, Merthyr Tydfil. Hardware 
Dealer Merthyr Tvdfil Pet Jan ‘8 Ord Jan 18 

@useeT, AUGUSTUS WILLIAM MRDLEY, Welton by Lincoln, 
Inspector of Nusances Lincoln Pet Jan 19 Ord 
Jan 19 

GOLDSMITH, KLIZABETH ANNIE, Heworth, 
York Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

Gapcory, Eaweget, Bramley, or Rotherham, 
Sheffield Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

Hewitt, Tom, Scunthorpe, Lincs Great 
Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

deuuivr, FREDERICK WILLLIAM, Seymour 
High Court Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

Igaca, Joun, Mildenhall. Suffolk, General Warehouse 
man Bury St Edmands Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

SOUTHERN, FREDERICK, Farnworth, Lancs, Ironfounder 
Rolton Pet Janis Ord Jan 18 

STOCKEN, ALFRED, Fulham rd, Carriage 
Oourt Pat Dee ll Ord Jan 19 

SmvecLes, James, Bicker, Lincolo, Grocer Boston 
Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

Svaus, THomas James, Crofton, Yorks, Clothier 
fleld Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 15 

Vases, Henny StepHen, Kingsto x upon Hall, Coxfec 
tioner Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec18 Ord Jan 2) 

Watreakap, Henry, Coventry, Warwick, Plumber 
Coventry Pet Jani8 Or! Jan 18 

Woopinc. Epwarnp WILLIAMS, ani Esenezer 
James Woopine, Wolverhampton, Grocers 
hamoton Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

Waioat, Hexry Ezra, Scarborough, F.le Cutter 8 
borough Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 

Dixon-Brown, A, Copthall av High Court 
12.191 Anvul Jan 19 

Top, WILLIAM, Maidenhead Windsor Adjad 
Annual Jan 14 


Pet 


Coventry 


Yorks 
Draper 


Grimsby Pet 


Clerk 


st, 


Builder High 


Pet 


Wake 


THOMAS 
Wolver- 


Sat+ 


Adjad July 


Dec 4, 1913 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, Jan. 26. 
RECFIVING ORDERS. . 
Eusturap, Joserpn Evans. Central st, O'd st, House 
Decorator High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Brag, AkTHOR NEVILLE, Evelyn mans, Victoria High 
Court Pet Dec2 Ord Jan v2 
MigLoinc, WILLIAM ALBERT, Royton, Lancs, Drug Vendor 
Oldham Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
Megson, RonERT Lewis, Durnsford rd, Wimbledon Park. 
Laun‘ry Proprietor Wandsworth Pet Jan 23 Oid 


‘an 23 
Gitigon, James HuMPHREY, Tunstal!, Staffs, Builder 
Hanley Vet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

SWORTH, JOSEPH Ross, Farsley, 
Bradford Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Hanpy, ANNIE, Ashborne, Derby Burton on Trent 

Jan? Ord Jan 21 
Jims, Lucy ALicer, Barnham, Sussex 
2 Ord Jan 22 
Wem, Geora, Treherb>rt, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
BENJAMIN JOHN, and Hust, 
WiLtiaM, Porismouth, Farniture Dealers 
Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
MRADOWs, BEATRIX, S!oane st 
Ord Jan 21 
JessK, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 
Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
, ABRAHAM, Great Prescott st, 
High Court Pet Dec 8 Ord Jan 21 
, ALEXANDER, Park Square House, Rezent's Park 
High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 21 
Trewer, FRED, Cleethorpes, Fish 
Grimaby Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Watrznovuse, WALTER, Lamb st, Spitalfields 
Fruit Salesman High Court Pet Jan 22 
Jan 22 
Wixins, JAMES ALFRED, Treherbert, Glam, Confectioner 
Pontypridd Pet Jan2l Ord Jan 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


45513, M, Kingston upon Hull, Egg Merchant Feb 4 
at 12 Off Rec, York City, Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 


Yorks, Printer 


Pet 


Brighton Pet Jan 


Hexry Epwarp 
Portsmouth 


Hgh Court Pet Jan 21 


Sh. ffi sid 


Minories, Tailor 


Merchant Great 
Market 
Ord 


WLLinoRR, FeeDERICK CHARLES, nr Taunton Feb 4 
61.30 Off Rec, Vity chmbrs, Catherine st, Salis- 


Laer ap, JosepnH Evans, Centra! st, Old st, House 
— ator Feb 5 at 1l Bankreptey bidgs, Carey st 
ARTHUR NEVILLE, Evelyn mays, Victoria Fe» 5 
ale sankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Taverns, WILLIAM ALBERT, Royton, Lancs, Drug Vendor 
¥eb5 at 11.30 Off Rec, Greeyes st, Oldham 
7, AUGUSTUS WILLIAM Maepiey, Welt m br Lin- 
Inspector of Nuisances Feb 4at 12.30 Off Rec 
10, Bank st, Lincoln 


NEW SERIES. 


mneil and Executive Committee 

Society. 

The Rt. Hon. Sir Charles Tapper 
G.C.M.G 

The Rt. Hon. Baron de Villiers o 
berg, K.C.M.G. Contributed by 
Bisschop, Esq., LL D. (Leyden). 

The Rt. Hon. Arthur Cohen, K.C 
tributed by Sir H. Erle Richar ls, 

Afric Laws 


1. C 


South in Native Lan! 


euewee —— ee 


Arnraur, Tacklev, Oxford, Farmer 
, St Aldate’s, Ox’ord 
Josepu Ross, Farsl-y 
: OW Rec, 12. Duke st, Brad 
Hewitt, T Scunthorpe, Lives F 
Ss ary's chmbrs, Great Grimaby 
Howarp, Artuor, Lincoln, Licen« 
ati2 Off Rec, 10. Bank st, I 
JAMES, Lucy Atrice, Barnham Sus 
Rec, 124, Miriboroagh p! Brights 
LAzZERSON, Isaac, Salford, Cycle Des 
Off Rec, Byrom at, Manchester 
Leacn, Joun, Mildenhall, Saffolk, Genera 
Feb 3 at?.30 Off he 44, Princes st, Ip 
LIMBERT, WaLtTer, Holemoorsile nr 
Machine Finisher Feb 3 at OF Re 
Park st, Nottingham 
WEADOWS, BEATRIX, Sloane st 
ruptcy bl igs, Carey st 
NICOLLS, OLIVER HENRY ATKINS 
Off Rec, 2*, Baldwi: st, Pristo 
PARKINSON, EDWIN, Manchester, 
OW Rec, Byrom at. Manchester 
ENIOR, CHARLES HOCKENHAMLL, Stret 
facturer Feb Sat3.30 Off Rec, Byrom s 
STruce ies, James, Bicker, Linea, Grocer 
Of Rec, 4ant 6, West st. Boston 
Texcer, ABRAHAM. Great Prescott 
Feb 4 at 12 Bankrantey bidgs, Carey 
Toor, ALEXANDER, Park Square Hous 
Veb 4at il Rankru >tcy biidcs, Carey 
TURNER, FRED, Cleethorpes, Fish Mere 
10.45 Off Rec, 8t Mary's chmbrs, Great Gr 
WHITEHOUSE, WALTER, Lamb st, Spitalfi:ld 
FruitSalesman Fel 4 a! 
Carey st 
WHITELEY, ALBERT, Liundudno, Electri 
§ at 12 Crvpt cymbrs, Chester 
WILKINS, JAMES ALFRED, Treherb rt, Glam, ‘ 
F-b 3 at 11.39 Off Rec, St Catherine's 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 
WINTERINGHAM, GRORGR, Nort*ampt 
st 1? Off Rec, The Parade, Northamy 
Woop, CHARLES Sipygy, Kennington, 
Feb 3 at 10.80 OF Rec, 68A, Castle at ( 
Wricur, Henry Fzra, Scarborough, File Cu 
at4 Off Rec. 48. Westh rough. Searboros 
YEOMANS, RonertT Barnard, Swaffham 
Maker Feb Sat12 Off Re 


GILDER, 


Feb 


Bath | 


ford 


sl Eng 


ADJUDICATIONS 


ANNIS, M. Kinrgston-upon-Hull, Rear Merchant 
upon-Hull Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 22 

ARLINGTON, GrorGr HA" WoOD ASTLRY 
wick, Farmer Warwick Vet Dec 10 rd 

DE ConLAY, James, Northumberland st, Rexe 
Advert'sing Agent High Court Pet Apr 
Jan 21 

EAstweAD, Joserpu Evans, Central at, 0)! 
Decorator High Comt Pet Jan %1 Ord 

EVANS, ETHEL JoserHixk, Crouch Ead, Fa 
High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Jan 

FIELDING, WILLIAM ALBERT, R wton 
Oldham Pet Jan 2% Or! Jan % 

FRENCH. Ropert Lewis, Dornaford 
Laundry Proprietor Wandsworth Pet 
Jan 23 

Givritros, JAMes HUMPHREY, 

Hanlev Pet Jan 22 Ort Jan °2 

H AINSWORTH, JOSEPH Poss. Farsley, York 

ford Pet Jan 22 Or! Jan 22 

Hveparp, WruLtaM, Rotney st, Pentonvill 

High Court Pet Decl Ord Jan 
; +*, Goldha vk rd, ~hep»er!'« 

Hich Court Pet D 7 Ord Ja 

JaueEs, Lucy Attce, Baraham,Sassex Bright 

2 Ord Jan 22 
Groner, Tr herbert, 


JONES, 
Pet Jan 23 Or! Jan °3 


Lancs, D 


Tunsta 


Ras 


Glam, Colller 


Portamouth, Hous 





LAyR, ALPRED WILLIAM, 


Portemouth Pet Jan15 Crd Jan 2 


Lan 
Man 
Feb 


11.30 gankrupt 


Alves‘ on, 


NOW READY. 
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Plumber Fel 


Ma 
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msby 
Market 
tey bidgs, 


wer | 


Nort 
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Kingston 


War 
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Park 
11 0 


ont's 
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Jan “1 
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EpwWakd WILLIAM 
Po tamouth 


HENRY 
Dalers 


BENJAMIN JONN, AND 
Portamouth, Farniture 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 2 
LAZERSON, Isaac, Salford, Cycle 
Ord Jan 23 
tkY, THOMAS 


LAN® 
HUNT 


Dealer Salford Pet Jan 


Manchester. Calico Printer Man 
ches Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 22 
MEADOWS, BEATRIX, S'oane st, Hi 
Ord Jan 21 
Newoomn, Vicror Ean, 
Ord Jan 
HERBERT 
Or 
JESSE 


th Court Pet Jan 21 


Rutland gate High Court Pet 


Worthing, Engineer Brighton Pet 


Licensed Victualler Sheffield 
23 
FaRepERIcCK JOsRPH, 
High Court Pet Jan 20 
SEAHOLMR, Leo., and EprrtH SRAHOLMR, Great 
st, Cinematograph Proprietors High Court 
7 Ord Jan 21 
SEAHOLME, L.B>, Cheam, Sarrey Cinema Proprietor 
Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Jan 21 
RNE?, HARRY, Dewsbury, Solicitors’ Clerk 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 2 
THORNLEY, NATHAN, Man 
Dec 30 Ord Jan 21 
ooTn, ALEXANDKR, Park Square House, Regent's Park 
High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 21 
veneer, Frep, Cleethorne Fish Merchant 
Grimaby Pet Jan@i Ord Jan 21 
WILKINS, JAMES ALFRED, Treherbert, Glam, ¢ 
Pontypridd Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 


Finehlev rd, 

Ord Jan. 22 

Windmill 
Pet Oct 


Antique 


High 
TH Dewsbury 
ester Chemist Salford Pet 
Great 


»nfectioner 


FRIDAY. Jan. 29, 
ORDERS 


London Gazette. 
RECEIVING 


ARTHURTON, Harny, Honingham, Norfolk, Farmer 
wich Pet Jan 22 Ort Jan 25 
BLUM, Besere, Hicher Broughton, 

Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
BORRODELL. HARLES CARTER, Southend on 
Merchant Chelmsford Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
KMAN, Isapor#E, Curtain rd. Farciture Manulactorer 
P-t Dec 19 Ord Jan 25 
Henry. Itehen. Southampton, 

Pet Jan £7 Ord Jan 27 
CORNALL, Stow, Kingston upon Hul!, Baker 

upon Hall Pet Jan % Ord Jan 26 
CRAVEN, F B, Hennston, Oregon, US A 

Sept 25 Ord Jan 26 
DARRALL, JOHN OSWALD BAILEY, Coventry, Confectioner 

Coventry Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 2% 

DAViEs, ARTHUR LLRSWELLYN, Mount Pleasant Swansea 
Mater Mariner Swansea Pet Jan% Ord Jan 25 
DAVirs, WALTER Mereprra, North Weald, Enping, lasex 

Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Jan 15 Ord 

Jan 24 
Durstow, FRANK, Cwmaman, Aberdar: 

Pet Jan 26 Od Jan 26 
Gree, A, Kew Green, Surrey, House Agent, Wandsworth 

Pet Nov 9 Ord Jan 26 
GREEN, CHARLES EDWARD, 

prieto Brighton Pet 
GRIFPITHS, HARRY FRED, 

Pet Jan 27 Or! Jan 27 
HsmMMonD, SyoNgy, Kingston 

Kingston upon Hall Ord Jan 2 
Hancy, ALFRED, Bungay. Saffolk, Coal 

Yarmonrth Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan %6 
lieeMan, Hyman, Parkholme rd, Dalston, Cabinet Manu- 

factur’ High Court Pet Sept 26 Ord Dec 22 
HoLurpay, Groner WILLIAM, Cha'laston, Derby, Farmer 

Derby Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Motpesx, Epowirs WItitaAmM, Langham 

Nursersman Elmonton Pret Jan 25 (rd Jan 25 
PaTrick, WittiaAM Henry, Castleford, Yorks, Cycle 

Dea'er Wakefield Pet Janl4 Ord Jan 25 
Pettit, Peacy WrituiaM Arruur, Windsor, Tailor Wind- 

sor Pet Jan 2% Ord Jan 25 
Pinwock, Epwunp, Ullesthoroe, Le'cester, "Licensed Vice- 

tualler Leicester Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 


Nor 


Silford Manchester 


Sea, Corn 


BRe 
High Court 
BUTLER, JOHNS 
Southampton 


Baker 
Kingston 


High Court Pet 


Collier Aberdare 


Crawley, Sussex, Hotel Pro- 

Jan 2* Ord Jan %6 
Worcester, Baker Worcester 
upon Hull, Stationer 
27 )~=—s; Pet: «Jan 27 


Merchant Great 


rd, Tottenham, 
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ROBERTSON, Ropert TAYLOR DOUGLAS, Broad Street av 
Accountant High Court Pet Nov1l0 Ord Dec 10 
SuiTn, FiLorence Hinpes, Oakwood ct, Kensington 
Hastings Pet Novil Ord Jan 26 
STAINSBY, ARTHUR, Swinton, Lancs, Grocer 

Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
STARLING, EDWIN 
Hawker Norwich 
TAYLOR, OWSTON 
borough Pet 
TAYLOR, WILLIAW 
Pet Jan 2 rd 
THOMPSON, ANNE 
Jan 26 


Salford Pet 


WereLky. Holt, Norfo'k, Licensed 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Searborough, Cab Proprietor Scar 
Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Riinford, Lancs 
Jan 25 
Chester 


Farmer Liverpool 


Ches er Pet Jan 26 





trim, WILLIAM James, Woolwich, Dor 
cheater Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

WATERFALL, foHN HAROLD, Walsall Advertise me 
Menager Walsall Pet Jan Ord Jan 

WHALLEY, ALBERT, Darwen, Erecto 


Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
FIRST 


Shoeing Smith 


nt 


Iron Blackbur 


MEETINGS. 


iingham, Norfolk, Farmer Fe 
8, King s°, Norwich 

yventry, Mechank Feb 8 at 1 orf 
Coventry 
Curtain rd, Farnitare Manufacture 

Bankruptcy bldgsa, Carey st 
Kingston upon Holl, Baker Fi: 
York City Bank chmbrs, I 


SIMON, 
On Re »wwat 
CRAVEN Fr B, Henn eon, 4 
Bankruptey bldge 
res, WALTER, MERED ald 
Kesex, | sed Vict ' 
bidga, Carey st 
DURSTON, FRANK, 
at 11.90 Off Ree 
Po pridd 
BERT Lewis 
Proprietor 
r Bridge rd 
Humrurey, Tanstall 
Off Re King st 


Feb 9 at 
DA Eppi 
Bankrupt 
ler FI 

Cath 


Cwmaman, Aderdare, Co 
St. Catherine's chmbrs, St 
ine st 
Frenon, R 
Liundry 
West minst« 
GAULTON, JAMES 
Feb 5 at 11.30 
shire 
GREEN, CHARLES EDWAt 
prietor Feb Sat 
Brighton 
HERMAN HYMAN 
Manufacturer 
Carey at 
JON KS, GRORGE 
OW Rec, St 
typridd 
LANK, ALFRED 
Feb 8 at 12 
mouth 
LANE KEN 
WILLIAM 
Feb & at 12.30 
Portamonth 
LocaNn, James, Salford, Builder 
Byrom lar ter 
McADORREY rHOMAS, 


Durnsford rd, Wimbledon Par 
Feb Satil 132, York re 


Staffs, Build 
Newcastle, Staff 


Sussex Hote 
, 12a, Marlborough p 


Grawley 
Of Re 


Parkholme 
Feb & at Ii 


rd, Cabin 


bidgs 


Dalsten, 
Bankruptcy 


Treherbert 
Catherine s 


Viam, ( 


lier Feb 8 at 11 15 
hmbrs r 


Catherine st 


Portsmouth 
Cambridge jun 


WILLIAM, 
Of Rec, 


House Furnish 
High st, Port 


and 
rtamouth, 


Re 


;AMIN JOUN 
HUNT P 
or 


HENRY 
Furniture 
Cambridge jun 


EDWARI 
Dealer 
High 
Feb at 0 Off Re 
Heaton Moor, Sto 
Printer OT Rec, Dyrom et, Mar 
MoLDEN 1AM, langham rd, Tot 
Nurseryman el ut 11 = «14, Bedford row 
PATRICK, WILLIAM HENRY Castleford. Yorks 
Dealer Feb Sat ll Off Re 1, King st 
fleld 
PINNOCK, EDMUND, U Ulesthorpe, Leicester, 
tualler Fe at | tec, | 
WATERFALI JOHN 
Manager Feb? at 
verhampton 
WHITKHEAD Henry, Coventry, 
Of Ree, 8, High at, Coventry 
WILLIAMS, FREDER NEWTON, 
titioner FebQOatil.90 14, 


ADJUDIK 
Br 


| 
kport, Calico | 
ester | 


nham 


C's 


Wak 


Licensed Vi 

st, Leicester 
Advertisement 
Lichfield st, Wo 


Berridg 
Walsall, 
Off Rec, 30. 


Plumber Feb 5 at 1 


Brentford 
Bedford row 


A TIONS 


Medical Pra 


BLUM, Bessie 
Pet Jan 


Higher 
Ord Jan 
BORRODELL, CHARLES CARTER, Southend 
Merchant Chelmsford Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 
BUTLER, JOHN HENRY, Iichen, Southampton, 
Sonthampton Pet Jan Ord Jan 
CORNALL, SIMON, Kingston upon Hull 
upon Hu'l Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


uughton, Salford Man 
Baker 


| 
Baker Klnesten | 


| 
| WHALLEY, 


| FRAYNE, JAM) 


| HAMMOND 


DAVIES, ARTHUR LLEWELLYN, Mount Pleasant, Swansea, 
Master Mariner Swansea Pet Jan * Ord Jan 26 
DURSTON, Franc, Cwmaman, Aberdare, Collier Aberdare 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Git, J Wrraers, Brockenhurst, 

Pet April 27 Ord Jan 2 
BY, CHARLES EDWARD awley, Sussex, Hotel Pro- 
prietor Brighton Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Gerirrviras, HARRY Frep, W ster, Baker 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
HAMMOND, SYDNEY, Kingston upon Hall, Stationer 
Kingston"upon Hull Pet Jan 27 Ord Jas 27 
Hountbay, Georae WILLIAM, Chellaston, Derby, Far mer 
Derby Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Vay, WILLIAM, and Moses Montreriore Le Vay, 
Charch Whitechapel, Boot Factors High Court 
) Ord Jan 26 
FREDERICK WILLIAM, 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 26 
tpwin WILLIAM, Langham rd, Tottenham 
Edmonton Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 
EpWInx, Moston, Manchester, Plamber 
Pet Dec 7 Ord Jan 
WILLIAM ARTHUR 
Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
EpMuND, Ulesthorpe 
er Lei Pet 
ARTHUR, Swinton, Lanes, Grocer 
Ori Jan 
EDWIN 
' N 


OWwsT ~ 


Hants Southampton 


Gr 


W orceste 


In 


Camberwell rd High 
Nur 
seryman 
PARKINSON, 
‘ sf r 
PerTir, PR 
r Pet 


Man 


Windsor, Tailor Wind 
Licensed 
Ord Jan 2% 

Salfor | 


Leicester 
ster ry i) 
Pet 
WESLEY, Holt, Norfolk, Licensed 
rwieh Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 
arbo oug ( Proprietor Scar 
wrough Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 
rayLor, WILLIAM, Rainford, Lancs, Farmer I 
Pet Ja Ord Jan 
PRNCE AMRAHAM 
High Court Pet 
THOMPSON, ANNE 
Jan 26 
Teim, WILLIAM 
ester Pe 
WATERFALL 
Manager 


ab 
- 
verpool 
Prescott st. Minories, Tailor 
Ord Jan 25 

Chester 


Gre 
Dec 8 
Chester Pet Jan 26 Ord 


Woolwich, Shoeing Smith Dor- 
Ord Jan 26 

HAROLD, Walsall, 
Pet Jan %6 

ALBERT, Darwen, [ron 

Jan °6 Ord Jan 2 

use, WALTRE 
Salesman 


JAMES 
fan 2¢ 
JOHN 
Walsall 


Advertisement 
Ord Jan 27 
Erector Blackburn 
Pet 
WHITEH 
Fruit 
Jan 


Markt, 
22 Ord 


Lamb st 
High Court 


Spitalfie'ds 
Pet Jan 


TUESDAY, Feb. 2 
RECEIVING ORDERS 
ANDERSON, Jony, Ladywell, Kent, Bank Clerk 
wich Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Aves, FRANK HowARD, Great Shelford 
Cambridge Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 29 
BAKER. BERTRAM HERBERT, Bargoed, Glam 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
BIRRELL, ARTHUR CHARLES, Cluddeley, nr 
Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury Pet Jan 20 
Bowrk, HENRY DRUMMOND 
Croy‘on Pet Jan 16 
RoBERT, Sale, Cheshire, C 
hester Pet Jan 29 
Davies, WILLIAM REEs 
Pontypridd Pet Jan 4 
DAVIS, SARAH JANR, Wor 
Ord Jan 30 
DisLe, WILLIAM, and 
Woodship Bullders 
Jan 2 


(rreen 


Cambs, Merchant 


Plumber 


Wellington 
Ord Jan 29 
, [ronmonger 
mmmercial Traveller 
Ord Jan 29 
Penyrheo!, 
Ord Jan 28 
ester Worcester 


Bruce, 
Ma 
Glam Oufitter 


Pet 7 


Jan 


DIBLE, 
impton 


Ta™M 


Sont! 


Southampton’ 
Pet Jan 28 Ord 
bradford Bradford Pet Jan 30 Ord 

Jan 30 
GARD, JosErn, Chulmleigh, Dev 
Pet Jan 29 ‘rd Jan2) 
GRAHAM, WILLIAM W VILLE, Smit olton Be 
Pet Ja Ord Jan 28 
WILLIAM, Kingston upon 
gston upon Hall Pet Jan 29 
ALBERT THOMAS, Ebbw Vale, 
Tredegar Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
KAISER, SIGMUND, Normanton,’ Yorks 
Wakefield Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 99 
NICKLIN, SELINA, leicester Leicester 
Jan 28 
PRENTIS, FRANK 
Chelm:+ford 
Ronerts, JOHN 
Manchester 


Farmer Barnstap! 
yiton 
n 5 
Hull, Stationer 
Ord Jan 29 
Mon, Boot 


Ki 
HAYES, Dealer 


Jeweller, et 


Pet Jan 10 Ord 


HERBERT Kings, Essex 
Pet Jon 28 Ord Jan 'S 
rHomas, Manchester 

Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 2S 


4even Engineer 


Retail Fruiterer 





to its Diocesan Finance. 


Colliery regions of South Wales, and to 
Staffordshire Potteries. 





HOME MISSIONS. 


The ADDITIONAL CURATES SOCIETY provides assistant Clergy for 
the slums and poorer suburbs of large cities, and for mining and other industrial 
towns; in doing so it acts as a CENTRAL AGENCY for conveying help 
to those parts of the country where pressure is greatest. 
of very real importance at the present moment. 
eas part to send help to those needy places which are beyond the border of the 

Jiocese in which they live, and therefore cannot be helped by their contribution 
In this way, the A.C.S. is giving great help to 
populous poor districts of South London and “London over the Border,” to 


A.C.8. Office: 14, GREAT SMITH STREET, LONDON, 8.W. 


The Society’s work is 
It enables Churchpeople in any 


the 
the 
the 


parishes in the Black Country and 


STANLEY, JOHN WILLIAM, Quadring. Linco!: 
Peterborough Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
STRED, ALFRED J, Stonebridge Park Middlx, Clerk High 
Court Pet Dec 2i Ord Jan 28 

WENMAN, WiLLtaM, Friday 4t, High Couzg 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 28 

Wate, GEORGE Hevey, Easton, Bristol, Cabinet Makg 
Brigol Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


Amended Notice substituted for that publis 
the London Gavette of Jan 12 
TRANTER, ARTHUR, Droitwich, Worcester, Bu 
cester Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 6 
FIRST MEBTINGS. 
ANDERSON, JonN, Lewisham High ri, Kent, bank Gly 
Feb 9 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster B 
34KER BERTRAM HERBERT, Birgoed, Glam, 
Feb 11 at 11.15 Off Rec, St Catherines 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 
BIRRELL, ARTHUR CHARLES, Cluddeley, near Wellingtog, 
Salop, Farmer Feb 9 at 2.30 Off Rec, 22 Swanhili, 
Shrewsbury 
Bowe, Hesry DruMMOND, Bromley, Kent, Iron 
Feb 9 at 12.30 182, York rd, Westminster Bridggg 
3uTLER, JOHN Henry, Itchen, Southampton, Haier 
Feb 10 at 12 Off Rec, Midland Bank combs, High st, 
Southampton 
DAVrIEs, WILLIAM REES, Penyrheo!,Giam, Outfitter Fy 
ll at 11.45 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbm, & 
Catherine st, Pontypridd . 
Davies, WILLIAM Ropert, Aberkenfig, Glam, Grover 
Feb liat 3 Off Ree, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
Dieter, WILLIAM, and JAMES DrBLe, Southampton, Wood. 
ship Builders Feb 10 at 3 Off Rec, Midland Beak 
chmbrs, Hirh st, Southampton 
DOCKENFIELD, HENRY BINGLEY, Sheffield Feb 9atiL@ 
Of Rex 


Snnkeeper 


Farrier 


ved in 


ler Wor. 


Off Rec, Fiztree In, Sheffield 

FRAYNE, JAME*, Braidford Feb llatIl 
st, Braifrd 

GRAHAM, WILLIAM WOODVILLE, Smitills, Bolton Feb 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 19, Exchanze st, Bolton 

Greex, A, Kew Green, Surrey, House Agent 
11.30 132, Yorkrd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Greaory, ERNEST, Bramley, nr Rotherham, Draper 
Gat 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

GnirrrtHs, HARRY FRED, Worcester, Baker 
Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

HAMMOND, S¥DNBY, and WILLIAM HAMMOND, —— 
upon Hull, Stationers Feb 12 at{l2 Off Ree, York 
City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

HANOY, ALFRED, Bungay, Suffo'k, Coal Merchant Fel 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, K'ng st, Norwich 

HoLLIDAY, GEORGE WILLIAM, Che!laston, Derby, Farmer 
Feb 9 at 12 Off Rec, 12, 8t Peter's churchyard, Derhy 

NICKLIN, SELINA, Le cester Feb9at 3 Off Ree, 1, Be 
ridge st, Leicester 

Pertir, Pe ‘cy WILLIAM ARTHUR, Tailor Feb 
9 at 1.30 14, Bed‘ord row 

ROBERTSON, RoBERT TAYLOR DovG.as, Broad st a, 
Accountant Febl0at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, os 

SMITH, FLORENCE Hinprs, Oakwood ct, Kensington eb 
ll at 2.30 Off Rec, 124, Mariborongh pl, Brighton 

STAINSSY, ARTHUR, Swinton, Lanes, Grocer Feb 9 a | 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

STARLING, EDWIN Norfolk, Licensed 
Hawker Feb lo at sc, 8, King st, Nor 

STERD, ALFRED J, Stonebridge Park, Middlx, Clerk 
10 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TAYLOR, OwsTon, Scarborough, Cab Proprietor 
4 Off Ree, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

rayLor, WILLIAM, Rainford, Lancs, Farmer 
Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st. Liverpool 

THOMPSON, ANNE, Chester Feb 10 at 12 Crypt chmobrsa 
Chester 

WENMAN, WILLIAM, Friday st, 10 at 1.0 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ANDERSON, Joun, Ladywell, Kent, Bank 
wich Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Aves. FRANK HOWARD, Great Shelford, Cambs, Merchant 
Cambridge Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
BAKER, BERTRAM HERBERT, Birgoed, Glam, Plambe 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan?8 Ord Jan 30 
BIRRELL, ARTHUR CHARLES, Cluddeley. nr W ellingtea, 
Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury Pet Jan 29 (Ord Jan 2@ 
BRECKMAN, Isaac. Curtain rd, Furniture Manufacture 
High Court Pet Dec19 Ord ‘an 2% 
Bruck, Rowerr, Sale, Cheshire, Commercial! Traveller 
Manchester Pe: Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
Davies, WILLIAM Ree‘, Penyrheol, Glam, Outitle 
Pontypridd, Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 29 
WoLF, WALTER, Southport, Lancs, Secretary High 
Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Jan 28 
DrBpLE. WILLIAM, and JAMES DIBLE, Southampt in, Wood 
ship Builders Southampton Pet Jan ord Jan 
bs | 
Pet Jan 90 Of 
harnstaple 
Pet 
upon Hul Statione 


Ord Jan 29 


wot Denke 
lan 19 Ord 


JosePH, Tudor grove, Hackney, 53% 
Manufacturer High Court Pet De ord Jan 8 

PRENTIS, FRANK, HERRFRT, Seven Kings, E FE 
Chelmsford Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 

STANLEY, JouN WILLIAM, Quadring, Li Innkeepet 
Peterborough Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan % 

STEED, ALFRED JOSEPH, Stonebridge Park, M idix, Clerk 
High Court Pet Dee 21 Ord Jan 30 

WHITE, Gorce HENRY, Easton, Bristol, Cabinet Maker 


12, 


Feb 9 at 
Feb 
Feb 10 atl 


Windsor 


Feb oat 


Farrier Feb 


rk Gree 


FRAYNE, JAMES, Bradford Bradford 
Jan 30 
GARD, JosKrH, Chulmleigh, Devon, Farmer 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
GRAHAM, WILLIAM WOODVILLP, 
Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
HAMMOND, WILLIAM, Kingston 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 29 
HAYES, ALBERT THOMAS, Ebbw Vale, Mon, 
Tredegar Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
NICKLIN. SELINA, Leicester Leicester 
Jan 28 
PHILLIPS, ISRARL 


Bolton bolton 


Pet 











Bristol Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 29 





Vlamber 
nbra, & 


ngton , 
Swanhill 


niger 
ridge rd 
Kalter 


High at 


er Fe 
ors, & 


Crrocer 


Wood 


patil 


h ingston 
York 


Feb 19 
Farmer 
Derby 
Ber. 

w Feb 
ud st a 
Carey #t 


m Feb 


ton 


>a 3 
icensed 


Norwied 


rk Pe 


(ieee 
terchant 
Plumber 

ingtoa, 

ture? 
aveller 
vuthitter 
ry High 
W ood 


ord Jan 


vy, Shoe 
i Jan B 
Engineet 

Keeper 
x, (lent 


, Maker 





